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GEOMETRIC SPECTRAL OPTIMIZATION ON SURFACES

ROMAIN PETRIDES

Abstract. We prove the existence of optimal metrics for a wide class of combinations
of Laplace eigenvalues on closed orientable surfaces of any genus. The optimal metrics
are explicitely related to Laplace minimal eigenmaps, defined as branched minimal im-
mersions into ellipsoids parametrized by the eigenvalues of the critical metrics whose
coordinates are eigenfunctions with respect to these eigenvalues. In particular, we prove
existence of maximal metrics for the first Laplace eigenvalue on orientable surfaces of
any genus. In this case, the target of eigenmaps are spheres. This completes a broad
picture, first drawn by J. Hersch, 1970 (sphere), M. Berger 1973, N. Nadirashvili 1996
(tori).

Our result is based on the combination of accurate constructions of Palais-Smale-
like sequences for spectral functionals and on techniques by M. Karpukhin, R. Kusner,
P. McGrath, D. Stern 2024, developped in the case of an equivariant optimization of
the first Laplace and Steklov eigenvalues. Their result is significantly extended for two
reasons: specific equivariant optimizations are not required anymore to obtain existence
of maximizers of the first eigenvalue for any topology and our technique also holds for
combinations of eigenvalues.

A classical goal of spectral geometry is to understand behaviours of the eigenvalues
of operators with respect to the ambiant geometry. Indeed, estimates on eigenvalues of
key geometric operators arise naturally when studying non linear PDEs that parametrize
surfaces or describe a physical system via linearisations. This is a reason why looking for
sharp bounds on the bottom of the spectrum of the Laplacian depending on the Riemann-
ian metric was early questioned in seminal papers by Hersch [Her70], Yang-Yau [YY80],
Li-Yau [LY82], Berger [Ber73]. The fundamental result by Hersch stated that the round
metric is the only maximizer of the first eigenvalue among Riemannian metrics of fixed
area on the sphere. It is similar to the classical minimization of the first Laplace eigen-
value on domains in R

n of fixed volume with Dirichlet boundary conditions, conjectured
by Rayleigh [Ray1877] and solved by Faber [Fab1923] and Krahn [Kra1925], or the maxi-
mization of the first Laplace eigenvalue on domains in R

n of fixed volume with Neumann
boundary conditions (Szegö [Sze54], Weinberger [Wei56]). In the context of the Riemann-
ian shape optimization, the main difference is that the topology of the ambiant surface
is fixed and the optimization among Riemannian metrics gives a richer geometry to the
extremal metrics.

More precisely, Nadirashvili [Nad96] discovered that extremal metrics of the first renor-
malized (by the area) Laplace eigenvalue on a closed surface Σ directly correspond to a
significant geometric non-linear PDE: there is a family of first eigenfunctions associated
to the optimal metrics that minimally immerse Σ into a sphere. It gave a new light to
the known optimizers (the round metric on the sphere [Her70] and projective plane [LY82]
correspond to minimal embeddings into S

2 and S
4) and provided new techniques to ob-

tain the unique optimizers on the torus [Nad96] and the Klein bottle [JNP06][ESGJ06]
(corresponding to minimal embeddings into S

5 and S
4). In addition, Nadirashvili’s result
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is related to Takahashi’s characterization of isometric immersions into Euclidean spaces
x : Σ → R

n [Tak66]: there is λ > 0 ∆x = λx if and only if x is a minimal immersion
into a sphere. Indeed he also noticed that if there is a minimal immersion from Σ into a
sphere, its induced metric on Σ has to be a critical metric with respect to one renormalized
Laplace eigenvalue functional on Σ.

Since then, many other outstanding critical metrics emerge for various geometric spec-
tral functionals: one Laplace eigenvalue [Nad96][ESI00] [ESI03], one Steklov eigenvalue
[FS13] [KM22], one eigenvalue of the conformal Laplacian [AH06][GP22], of the Paneitz
operator in dimension 4 [Per22], of the Dirac operator in dimension 2 [A06] [KMP23],
eigenvalues in Kähler geometry [AJK15], combinations of Laplace or Steklov eigenvalues
[Pet23] [Pet24], Robin eigenvalues [LM23] [M23] and spectral functionals associated to
various other operators [PT24]. The latter work unifies the previous ones, provides many
other examples and gives a systematic way to compute these critical metrics by a Euler-
Lagrange equation written via the theory of differentiation of locally-Lipschitz functionals
with the concept of subdifferential.

All these works suggest a surprising way to build solutions of non-linear PDEs only
focusing on the optimization of spectral functionals associated to linear operators. For in-
stance, nodal solutions of the Yamabe equation can be built by optimization of eigenvalues
of the conformal Laplacian [AH06] [GP22], harmonic maps into 2-spheres by minimiza-
tion of the first Dirac eigenvalue [A06] or into larger spheres by maximization of the first
Laplace eigenvalue [Pet14], [KS22], and in dimension n ≥ 3 [KS24] for harmonic maps and
[Pet22b] for n-harmonic maps. This approach also proved its efficiency for the construction
of new minimal surfaces into specific target manifolds (spheres and ellipsoids), initiated
by Fraser and Schoen [FS16]. In [Pet23a] and [Pet23b], we proved the existence of em-
bedded non planar minimal spheres into ellipsoids of R4 (resp. embedded non planar free
boundary minimal disks into ellipsoids of R3) by equivariant optimization of combinations
of renormalized first and second Laplace (resp. Steklov) eigenvalues. In [KKMS24], the
authors constructed various examples of embedded minimal surfaces into S

3 (resp. free
boundary minimal surfaces into B

3) of any topology by equivariant optimization of the
first renormalized eigenvalue.

Main existence results. In the current paper, we go back to the original fundamental
problem: are there maximal metrics for the first renormalized eigenvalue functional λ̄1 ?
Here, for k ≥ 1

(0.1) g 7→ λ̄k(Σ, g) := λk(Σ, g)Ag(Σ)

denotes the k-th renormalized eigenvalue of a closed connected surface Σ where for a
Riemannian metric g, λk(Σ, g) denotes the k-th non-zero Laplace eigenvalue of the surface
and Ag(Σ) its area. In the current paper, we show that the answer is yes for orientable
surfaces:

Theorem 0.1. On any closed orientable surface, λ̄1 realizes a maximum at a smooth
(outside a finite number of conical singularities) metric.

We completely extend a result that was explicitely known for the round sphere [Her70],
the projective plane [LY82], the torus [Nad96], the Klein bottle [JNP06] [ESGJ06] [CKM19],
the orientable surfaces of genus two [JNP06] [NS19] to all the orientable surfaces
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With the characterization of [Nad96] mentioned above, up to a dilatation, the maximal
metrics of λ̄1 in Theorem 0.4 are induced metrics of (possibly branched) minimal immer-
sions by first eigenfunctions into spheres. Notice that the regularity result is optimal: the
maximizers on surfaces of genus 2 must have conical singularities corresponding to the
branched points of the minimal immersions.

As we shall explain later (see also [Pet14], [MS21]), this existence result is deeply related
to the monotonicity of the topological invariant defined as the supremum of λ̄1 with respect
to the topology:

Λ1(γ) := sup
g∈Met(Σγ )

λ̄1(Σγ , g)

if Σγ is an orientable surface of genus γ and Euler characteristic 2 − 2γ In the current
paper, we prove the following monotonicity results that imply Theorem 0.4 by [Pet14]:

Theorem 0.2. For all γ ≥ 1 ,

Λ1(γ) > Λ1(γ − 1)

The large inequalities were already proved in [CES03] by a standard glueing method. It
was already known from [YY80], (for Λ1) that these supremum are finite and bounded by
constants depending linearly on the genuses. It is proved in [Kar19a], that the bound by
Yang and Yau for Λ1 is never sharp except in genuses 0 and 2. The actual best asymptotic
of Λ1(γ) as γ → +∞ is proved in [KV22] and [Ros22].

In the current paper, we also give a generalization of Theorems 0.4 and 0.2 to positive
combinations of eigenvalues. Many works in spectral geometry ask for the optimization
of combinations of eigenvalues because it is more related to physical systems that require
more than information on the ground state. We also extract more geometric information
from the whole spectrum (since it is related to Riemannian invariants) or interactions
between eigenvalues (e.g gap estimates or bounds of one eigenvalue by another) than from
its very bottom: see e.g in very various contexts [YY80] [OPS88] [AC11] [BMPV15] etc.

As first noticed in [Pet23], [Pet24] and then in [PT24], extremal metrics for combina-
tions of eigenvalues also enjoy a remarkable geometric property that can be used for the
optimization: they are explicitely written with respect to minimal branched immersions
into an ellipsoid paramatrized by the eigenvalues associated with the critical metric that
appear in the combination. The coordinates of the branched immersion are eigenfunc-
tions with respect to these eigenvalues. A variational method based on the construction
of almost extremal maximizing sequences is then available in [Pet22a] [Pet22b], is inde-
pendently used in the current paper and is promising to be generalized to other contexts
of eigenvalue optimization.

Let’s set the combinations that appear in our general result. Let F : (R+)
m → R∪{+∞}

be a continuous map on (R+)
m, a C1 map on int ((R+)

m) such that F (x) = +∞ ⇒ x ∈
∂ (R+)

m and ∂iF : (R+)
m → R ∪ {+∞} is continuous. We assume that for all coordinate

xi, F satisfies that either F is independent of xi or strictly decreasing with respect to xi
in the following sense:

(H) ∀i ∈ {1, · · · ,m},
{
∀x ∈ int ((R+)

m) , ∂iF (x) < 0

or ∀x ∈ int ((R+)
m) , ∂iF (x) = 0

.
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Examples of such functions could be for a1, · · · , am ∈ R+

F (λ1, · · · , λm) =
m∑

i=1

aif(λi)

where f : R+ → R is a C1 function such that f ′(λ) < 0 if λ > 0, e.g

f(λ) = e−λt, t > 0 or f(λ) = λ−s, s > 0 or f(λ) = − lnλ.

that can be used for partial sums of the trace of the heat kernel, the zeta function or the
determinant. We set for a closed surface Σ

E(Σ, g) = F (λ̄1(g), · · · , λ̄m(g)).
We also set

E0(Σ, g) = F (0, λ̄2(g), · · · , λ̄m(g)).
Theorem 0.3. Let Σ be a closed orientable surface. If

inf
g
E(Σ, g) < inf

g
E0(Σ, g)

then E(Σ, ·) realizes a maximum at a smooth (outside a finite number of conical singular-
ities) metric.

The gap assumption in Theorem 0.3 ensures that the first renormalized eigenvalue of
minimizing sequences does not converge to 0, preventing from disconnection of minimizing
sequences as explained in [Pet23]. Such an assumption is necessary because of the example
of maximization of one eigenvalue λ̄k on spheres or projective planes. Indeed, it was
proved by [KNPP21] with the combination of [Pet18] (see also [KNPP19]) and [Eji98]
that Λk(0) := sup λ̄k(S

2, ·) = 8πk, corresponding to the k-th renormalized eigenvalue of k
disjoint spheres of same area, is never realized by a metric on the sphere for k ≥ 2.

In the previous examples of combinations F , this gap assumption is automatically sat-
isfied if a1 > 0 and f(0) = +∞, e.g for f(λ) = λ−s or f(λ) = − lnλ. In particular the

functionals
∑m

i=1 ai
(
λ̄i
)−1

for a1 > 0 have a minimizer for any topology. For m = 1, The-
orem 0.4 is nothing but a corollary of Theorem 0.3. For m = 3 and ai := 1, we minimize
Yang-Yau’s functional [YY80] (modelled on Hersch’s result on the sphere [Her70]) for any
topology. In [Pet23a], we proved that for m = 2, a1 := 1 and a2 := t large enough on the
sphere, the maximizers correspond to critical metrics associated to non planar minimal
immersed spheres into rotational ellipsoids of R4.

One interesting question among many others would be to know the geometry of opti-

mizers of
∑m

i=1

(
λ̄i
)−1

(or other finite combinations) as m → +∞. We early knew from
[Her70] that for m = 1, 2, 3, the round sphere is the unique minimizer among spheres and
from [Ber73] that for m = 6, the flat equilateral torus (minimizer for m = 1) cannot be a
minimizer among tori.

Overview of variational approaches. The first natural functionals early studied are
for k ≥ 1, λ̄k (see (0.1)) and σ̄k defined as

(0.2) g 7→ σ̄k(Σ, g) := σk(Σ, g)Lg(∂Σ)

the k-th renormalized Steklov eigenvalues of a compact connected surface with boundary
Σ where for a Riemannian metric g, σk(Σ, g) denotes the k-th non-zero Steklov eigenvalue
of the surface and Lg(∂Σ) the length of the boundary. These functionals are known to



5

be bounded in the set of Riemannian metrics on a fixed surface: [YY80] [LY82] for λ̄1,
[Kor93] for λ̄k and see also [Has11] [Kok20] for λ̄k and σ̄k.

After the seminal papers by Nadirashvili [Nad96] for λ̄1 on tori and Fraser and Schoen
[FS16] for σ̄1 on surfaces with boundary of genus zero, several works looked for a systematic
variational method to understand whether eigenvalue functionals admit extremal metrics
or not (e.g [Pet14], [Pet18], [Pet19], [KNPP19], [KS22], [Pet22a] etc). One important first
step was the optimization in a conformal class of metrics. It is very convenient since there
is a family of first eigenfunctions associated to the extremal metrics that are coordinates of
a harmonic map into a sphere (or free boundary harmonic maps into spheres). After this
step, the maximization among conformal classes is reduced to a maximization on the finite
dimensional Teichmüller space of the surface. In [Pet14], we proved that λ̄1 always realizes
a maximum among metrics in a given conformal class and we gave a gap assumption for
the existence of a maximizer of λ̄1 on the set of metrics on an orientable surface Σγ of
genus γ:

Λ1(γ) > Λ1(γ − 1) ⇒ Existence of a maximum for Λ1(γ)

where Λ1(γ) := sup λ̄1(Σγ , ·). A similar formula holds for non-orientable surfaces (see
[MS21]). Such a gap assumption prevents maximizing sequences from degenerating to
lower topologies in the Teichmuller space. In other words, all the work in [Pet14] consisted
in proving that it is the only obstruction for convergence of the maximizing sequences we
constructed. The analogous gap assumption for the existence of a maximizer of σ̄1 on the
set of metrics on an orientable surface Σγ,b of genus γ with b boundary components was
proved in [FS16] (genus 0) and [Pet19] for any topology (and higher eigenvalues):
{
σ1(γ, b) > σ1(γ, b − 1) for γ ≥ 0, b ≥ 2

σ1(γ, b) > σ1(γ − 1, b+ 1) for γ ≥ 1, b ≥ 1
⇒ Existence of a maximum for σ1(γ, b)

where σ1(γ, b) := sup σ̄1(Σγ,b, ·).
These crucial strict inequalities were left to be proved in order to obtain existence of

maximizers for any topology. The main attempt was to prove that the following topolog-
ical perturbations of a Riemannian surface (Σ, g) strictly increase the first renormalized

eigenvalue of a new surface (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) obtained from (Σ, g) by ”increasing” the topology:

• Gluing a small handle at a small neighborhood of two points of Σ for λ̄1 or σ̄1 of
area ε→ 0. (Σ̃ε is the connected sum of Σ and a torus or a Klein bottle depending
on orientation-preserving gluing or not)

• Making a cross-cap at a small neighborhood of one point of Σ for λ̄1 or σ̄1 of area
ε→ 0 (Σ̃ε is the connected sum of Σ and a projective plane)

• Making a small hole in Σ for σ̄1 by removing a disk of boundary length ε→ 0 (the

boundary of Σ̃ε has one more connected component)
• Gluing a small strip at a small neighborhood of two points of the boundary of Σ
for σ̄1 of length ε → 0 (There are four cases of new topology for Σ̃ε depending
on gluing along two points of the same boundary component or not and gluing
preserving the orientation or not)

In all these cases, while we know that λ̄1(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) → λ̄1(Σ, g) or σ̄1(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) → σ̄1(Σ, g) as
ε→ 0, we aimed at proving:

(0.3) λ̄1(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) > λ̄1(Σ, g) or σ̄1(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) > σ̄1(Σ, g)
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for ε small enough with a fine asymptotic analysis. With such monocity results, we could
use (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) as a test Riemannian surface for the variational problem Λ1(γ) or σ1(γ, b),
assuming that (Σ, g) is a maximizer for a lower topology. We recently used such a glueing
argument in the context of maximization of linear combinations of first and second eigen-
values in [Pet23a] and [Pet23b]. In [FS16], [MS19a] and [MP20], the authors betted that
the monotonicity results (0.3) should occur and developped subtle original techniques for
the asymptotic analysis on eigenvalues under topological perturbation. All these papers
contain a gap that prevents from the result they intended, but are still interesting for the
accuracy of the asymptotic expansion of eigenvalues. After all these investigations it is
not clear that such a monotonicity result holds true for any choice of (Σ, g).

In [KKMS24], the authors managed to use in addition that (Σ, g) is also a maximizer
for the lower topology to obtain new existence results in various situations. In their proof,
they replace the Riemannian surface (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) by (Σ̃ε, gε), where gε is a maximizer of λ̄1
(or σ̄1) in the conformal class of g̃ε. Let’s give details on the structure of their proof for

λ̄1 when Σ̃ε is obtained from an orientable surface Σ of genus γ by gluing a small handle
at the neighborhood of p, q ∈ Σ. We obtain a maximizing sequence (gε) for Λ1(γ + 1).
In addition, for any ε, gε is a maximizer of λ̄1 in its conformal class so that there is a
sequence of harmonic maps Φε : (Σ̃ε, gε) → S

nε whose coordinates are first eigenfunctions.
Assuming by contradiction that Λ1(γ + 1) = Λ1(γ), we obtain

λ̄1(Σ, g) = Λ1(γ) = Λ1(γ + 1) ≥ λ̄1(Σ̃ε, gε) ≥ λ̄1(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) → λ̄1(Σ, g)

as ε → 0. Thanks to this strong property, they quantified the smallness of the energy of
Φε inside the added handle, so that the limit Φ : (Σ, g) → S

n of Φε as ε → 0 on Σ must
satisfy Φ(p) = Φ(q). It led to the following result

(0.4) ∀p, q ∈ Σ,∃Φp,q : (Σ, g) → S
n, s.t ∆gΦp,q = λ1(Σ, g)Φp,q and Φp,q(p) = Φp,q(q).

A similar property holds in the context of Steklov eigenvalues. In their proof by contradic-
tion, the authors deduced that such a strong information is not possible if the multiplicity
of the first eigenvalue is known to be small. This is the case for surfaces of small genus by
classical topological bounds on the multiplicity [Che76] [Bes80] [Nad88] [KKP14], or if we
know that the maximal metric g is equivariant. They also gave an argument that proves
that Λ1(γ) > Λ1(γ−2). However, although they conjectured Theorem 0.4 by conjecturing
that (0.4) leads to a contradiction, we show in the current paper that something natural
is missing in their approach (see (0.5)).

Notice also that they use a technology that first appeared in [KS22] for the maximization
of λ̄1 in a conformal class which is very different from [Pet23] and [Pet22a]. While it
brings more information, their technology is very specific to the maximization of the first
eigenvalue and cannot be used for Theorem 0.3.

Let’s generalize to other spectral functionals. Similar gap assumptions are given for
the existence of any higher eigenvalue in [Pet18] and [Pet19] (see also an alternative proof
for Laplace eigenvalues [KNPP19]). As already said, the sphere and projective plane for
Laplace eigenvalues and the disk for Steklov eigenvalues do not realize the supremum
of the k-th eigenvalues (k ≥ 2) so that the strict inequalities do not occur. In [Pet23],
[Pet24] we give the gap assumption for general positive combinations of eigenvalues that
can simply be stated as

∀Σ̂ ∈ LT (Σ), inf E(Σ, ·) < inf E(Σ̂, ·) ⇒ Existence of a minimum of E(Σ, ·)
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where for closed surfaces Σ, LT (Σ) is the set of surfaces obtained from Σ by cutting Σ along
a finite number of disjoint closed curves and glue disks along the connected components of
the boundary of the (possibly disconnected) surfaces we obtain. The letters LT stand for
”Lower Topologies”. If Σ is a surface with boundary, LT (Σ) is the set of surfaces obtain by
cutting Σ along a finite number of disjoint properly embedded curves with endpoints at the
boundary. The advantage of this formulation is the unification of all the gap assumptions.
In the current paper, we focus on the subset LT C(Σ) of connected surfaces in LT (Σ). We
also proved in [Pet23], [Pet24] the following alternative gap assumption:

{
∀Σ̂ ∈ LT C(Σ), inf E(Σ, ·) < inf E(Σ̂, ·)
inf E(Σ, ·) < inf E0(Σ, ·)

⇒ Existence of a minimum of E(Σ, ·)

where the second assumption ensures that the first eigenvalue of minimizing sequences
does not converge to 0 so that disconnections cannot occur. Notice that

∀Σ ∈ LT (Σ̃),

{
inf E(Σ̃, ·) < inf E0(Σ̃, ·)
inf E(Σ̃, ·) = inf E(Σ, ·) ⇒

{
Σ ∈ LT C(Σ̃)
inf E(Σ, ·) < inf E0(Σ, ·)

so that we can prove by induction gaps on Σ̃ assuming that the functional admits a

minimum for any Σ ∈ LT C(Σ̃).
In the same spirit as [KKMS24], the main step to obtain Theorem 0.3 (and Theorem

0.4) in the orientable closed case is then to prove that if inf E(Σ̃, ·) = inf E(Σ, ·) where Σ

has genus γ and Σ̃ has genus γ + 1, and if the minimum of E(Σ, ·) is realized by g, we
obtain a contradiction. Under these assumptions, we prove in the current paper:
(0.5)

∀p, q ∈ Σ,∃Φp,q : (Σ, g) → EΛ(Σ,g), s.t





∆gΦp,q = Λ(Σ, g) · Φp,q
Φp,q is a (possibly branched) conformal map

Φp,q(p) = Φp,q(q)

where Λ(Σ, g) := diag (λ1(Σ, g), · · · , λn(Σ, g)) for some n such that λn(Σ, g) = λm(Σ, g)
and

EΛ(Σ,g) :=
{
x ∈ R

n;

n∑

i=1

λi(Σ, g)x
2
i = 1

}
.

Beyond the generalization to combination of eigenvalues, the new information compared
with (0.4) is the conformality of Φp,q. This implies that the harmonic map Φp,q is a
branched conformal minimal immersion. Therefore, given p ∈ Σ and letting q → p along
v ∈ TpΣ we obtain a branched minimal immersion Φp,v : Σ → EΛ(Σ,g) such that DΦp,v(v) =
0. By conformality, we deduce ∇Φp,v = 0 and p is a branched point of Φp,v and a conical
singularity of g. Since the result holds for any p, we obtain a contradiction.

In order to obtain (0.5), instead of replacing (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) by a maximizing sequence gε which
is maximal (and then critical) in a fixed conformal class leading to a sequence of harmonic
maps, we replace it by a maximizing sequence which is almost critical with respect to the
whole set of metrics, leading to a sequence of a almost harmonic maps which are almost
conformal. We definitely take into consideration that our variational problem holds in
the set of all metrics in the computation of the first variations. The selection of this
maximizing sequence is based on a Palais-Smale-like trick for locally Lipschitz functionals.
The choice of the variational space is crucial: not too weakly regular to be able to define
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eigenvalues and associated eigenfunctions and to compute the first variations, and not
too strongly regular to have a significant Palais-Smale-like condition. This variational
space is somewhat included into the space of Radon measures (dual space of continuous
measures) studied in [Kok14] and H−1 (dual space of H1) used in [Pet14] and [KNPS21],
and is not far smaller than their intersection. It is given in Section 1. It is also used
for an alternative (and somewhat simpler than [Pet23]) proof of optimization of positive
combinations of eigenvalues in a conformal class in [Pet22a] for a more general result.

Side results and open questions. Our glueing method can be extended in the non
orientable closed case with the glueing of a cylinder that reverses the orientation. As
explained in [MS21] the existence result on a non-orientable surface ΣKδ of non-orientable

genus δ and Euler characteristic 2 − δ (δ is the number of projective planes RP
2 that

appear in the connected sum ΣKδ ≃ RP
2♯ · · · ♯RP2) holds if

ΛK1 (δ) > ΛK1 (δ − 1) and ΛK1 (δ) > Λ1

(⌊
δ − 1

2

⌋)

where

ΛK1 (δ) := sup
g∈Met(ΣK

δ )

λ̄1(Σ
K
δ , g)

Notice that the large inequalities are true [CES03] [MS21]. Our analysis then gives the
following result

Theorem 0.4. For any δ ≥ 2 and for one among the non-orientable surfaces of genus
δ and δ + 1, λ̄1 realizes a maximum at a smooth (outside a finite number of conical
singularities) metric.

However, our analysis does not tackle the cross-cap glueing. The complete non ori-
entable case is then left open. In addition we would like to give a new conjecture in the
Steklov case (more adapted than Conjecture 1.29 in [KKMS24]) that would imply the very
analogous results to Theorem 0.4 and Theorem 0.2 in the context of Steklov eigenvalues.
This conjecture is true if Σ is a surface of genus 0 (see [KKMS24]).

Conjecture 0.1. Let Σ be a surface with a disconnected boundary ∂Σ, and g be a maxi-
mizer of σ̄1(Σ, ·) then

∃(p, q) ∈ ∆(∂Σ),∀Φ ∈ C(Σ, g),Φ(p) 6= Φ(q)

where ∆(∂Σ) denotes the couples of points (p, q) such that p and q belong to disjoint
connected components of ∂Σ and C(Σ, g) denotes the set of maps Φ : (Σ, g) →

(
B
n,Sn−1

)

such that

(0.6)





∆gΦ = 0 in Σ

∂νΦ = σ1(Σ, g) · Φ on ∂Σ

Φ is a (possibly branched) conformal map.
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Organization of the paper. The first part of the paper is devoted to explain the trans-
formation of a minimizing sequence (Σ̃ε, g̃ε, β̃ε) into a Palais-Smale sequence (Σ̃ε, gε, βε) in
the adapted variational space. The second parts consider the necessary topological pertur-
bations that suffice to prove Theorem 0.3. Since the proofs are very similar, we chose to
develop in detail the case of handle attachment for Laplace eigenvalues on closed surfaces
(Section 2), while in the case of strip attachments for Steklov eigenvalues (Section 3) we
only detail what differs much from Section 2. In every case we start with the construction
of the initial minimizing sequence, then we prove the convergence of the Palais-Smale-
like modified sequence and we conclude by the contradiction (up to conjecture 0.1 in the
Steklov case).

1. Variational framework

In all the section, let Σ be a smooth compact surface ∂Σ = ∅ (resp. ∂Σ 6= ∅) in the
context of optimization of Laplace (resp. Steklov) eigenvalues.

1.1. A distance between continuous Riemannian metrics. We denoteMet0(Σ) the
set of continous metrics on Σ. We endow this set with the following distance between
g1, g2 ∈Met0(Σ)

δ(g1, g2) := max
x∈Σ

(
ln

(
max

v∈TxΣ\{0}

g1(x)(v, v)

g2(x)(v, v)

)2

+ ln

(
max

v∈TxΣ\{0}

g2(x)(v, v)

g1(x)(v, v)

)2
) 1

2

where we notice that for g ∈Met0(Σ) and a symmetric 2-tensor h ∈ S2
0(Σ) = Tg (Met0(Σ)),

lim
t→0

δ(g, g + th)

t
=max

x∈Σ

((
max

v∈TxΣ\{0}

h(x)(v, v)

g(x)(v, v)

)2

+

(
min

v∈TxΣ\{0}

h(x)(v, v)

g(x)(v, v)

)2
) 1

2

=:max
x∈Σ

√
〈h, h〉g(x)

(1.1)

where we define for a local orthonormal frame (e1, e2) with respect to g at the neighborhood
of x and h1, h2 ∈ S2

0(Σ) = Tg (Met0(Σ)),

〈h1, h2〉g(x) =
∑

i,j

h1(x)(ei(x), ej(x)) · h2(x)(ei(x), ej(x))

a scalar product that is independent of the choice of the orthonormal frame. Notice also
that (Met0(Σ), δ) is locally complete.

1.2. First properties of generalized eigenvalues on an adapted variational space.

We endow Σ with a continuous metric g ∈ Met0(Σ). We let B be the Banach space of
symmetric continuous bilinear forms β : H1(Σ)×H1(Σ) → R endowed with the norms

‖β‖g = sup
ϕ,ψ∈H1\{0}

|β(ϕ,ψ)|
‖ϕ‖g‖ψ‖g

where we denote ‖ϕ‖H1(g) the H
1 norm of a function ϕ with respect to the metric g:

‖ϕ‖2H1(g) =

ˆ

Σ
ϕ2dAg +

ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2g dAg
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if Σ is a closed surface and if we study Laplace eigenvalues or

‖ϕ‖2H1(g) =

ˆ

∂Σ
ϕ2dLg +

ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2g dAg

if Σ is a compact surface with boundary and if we study Steklov eigenvalues. Notice
that the space H1 is independent of the metric g and that all the norms ‖ϕ‖H1(g) for
g ∈ Met0(Σ) are equivalent. As a consequence, the space B does not depend on the
metric g and all the norms ‖β‖g are equivalent. We denote B+ the subspace of non-
negative bilinear forms of B. Let β ∈ B+ and g ∈Met0(Σ). We set the k-th eigenvalue

λk(g, β) = inf
V ∈Gk(Vβ)

max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g dAg
β(ϕ,ϕ)

where Gk(Vβ) is the set of k-dimensional vector subspace of

Vβ = {ϕ ∈ C∞(Σ), β(1, ϕ) = 0}
Notice that we can replace Vβ by its closure in H1:

Vβ = {ϕ ∈ H1(Σ), β(1, ϕ) = 0}
in the definition of λk(g, β). Notice also that [0,+∞] is the set of admissible values of λk
on B+. Finally, we set the k-th renormalized eigenvalue

λ̄k(g, β) = λk(g, β)β(1, 1).

and by convention λ̄k = 0 if β(1, 1) = 0. Notice that in the case of Steklov eigenvalues on
compact surfaces with boundary, σk(g, β) enjoys the same definition.

Proposition 1.1. λk is an upper semi-continuous functional on

G =Met0(Σ)× {β ∈ B+;β(1, 1) 6= 0}
and λk and λ̄k are locally Lipschitz maps on the open set

F = {(g, β) ∈Met0(Σ)×B+;β(1, 1) 6= 0 and λk(g, β) < +∞}
Moreover, for any Λ > 0,

FΛ = {β ∈Met0(Σ)×B+; λ̄k(g, β) ≤ Λ}
is a closed set in Met0(Σ)×B.

Proof. Step 1: λk is upper semi-continuous on G.

Let β, βn ∈ G and gn, g ∈ Met0(Σ) such that βn → β in B and gn → g in Met0(Σ).
If λk(g, β) = +∞, then, there is nothing to prove. We assume that λk(g, β) < +∞. Let
V ∈ Gk(Vβ) be such that

max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g dAg
β(ϕ,ϕ)

≤ λk(g, β) + δ

Then

λk(gn, βn) ≤ max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2gn dAgn
βn

(
ϕ− βn(1,ϕ)

βn(1,1)
, ϕ− βn(1,ϕ)

βn(1,1)

) = max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g dAg(1 + cgδ(gn, g))

βn (ϕ,ϕ) − βn(1,ϕ)
2

βn(1,1)
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Let ϕ ∈ V be such that ‖ϕ‖H1(g) = 1

βn (ϕ,ϕ) −
βn (1, ϕ)

2

βn(1, 1)
≥ β(ϕ,ϕ) − ‖βn − β‖g −

‖βn − β‖2g
β(1, 1) − ‖βn − β‖g

.

Since λk(g, β) < +∞, we know that β(ϕ,ϕ) > 0, and that V is a finite-dimensional set,

inf
ϕ∈V,‖ϕ‖=1

β(ϕ,ϕ) > 0

and since β(1, 1) 6= 0, and βn → β, we obtain that

λk(βn) ≤ λk(β) + δ + o(1)

as n→ +∞. Letting n→ +∞ and then δ → 0, we obtain the property.

Step 2: λk is continous on F and FΛ is closed

Let (g, β) ∈ F, (gn, βn) ∈ F be such that βn → β in B and gn → g in Met0(Σ). We
assume that

Λ := lim sup
n→+∞

λk(gn, βn) < +∞.

Let Vn ∈ Gk(Vβn) be such that

max
ϕ∈Vn\{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2gn dAgn
βn(ϕ,ϕ)

≤ λk(βn) + δ ≤ Λ+ 2δ

where the last inequality holds for n large enough. Then

λk(g, β) ≤ max
ϕ∈Vn\{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g dAg
β
(
ϕ− β(1,ϕ)

β(1,1) , ϕ − β(1,ϕ)
β(1,1)

) = max
ϕ∈Vn\{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g dAg
β (ϕ,ϕ) − β(1,ϕ)2

β(1,1)

In the current step, we denote all the H1, H−1 norms and norms on B with respect to
the metric g. Let ϕ ∈ Vn

β (ϕ,ϕ) − β (1, ϕ)2

β(1, 1)
≥ βn(ϕ,ϕ) −

(
‖βn − β‖g −

‖βn − β‖2g
β(1, 1)

)
‖ϕ‖2H1

We have the following general Poincaré inequality (see e.g [Zie89], lemma 4.1.3]):
ˆ

Σ

(
ϕ− βn(1, ϕ)

βn(1, 1)

)2

dAg ≤ C

∥∥∥∥
βn(1, .)

βn(1, 1)

∥∥∥∥
2

H−1

ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2g dAg

and we have that
ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2g dAg ≤

ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2gn dAgn(1 + cgδ(gn, g))

so that knowing that ϕ ∈ Vn,

‖ϕ‖2H1 ≤
(
C

∥∥∥∥
βn(1, .)

βn(1, 1)

∥∥∥∥
2

H−1

+ 1

)
(1 + cgδ(gn, g)) (λk(βn) + δ) βn(ϕ,ϕ)

≤
(
C

( ‖β‖g + ‖βn − β‖g
β(1, 1) − ‖βn − β‖g

)2

+ 1

)
(1 + cgδ(gn, g)) (Λ + 2δ) βn(ϕ,ϕ)

and we obtain that

λk(g, β) ≤ (λk(gn, βn) + δ) (1 + cgδ(gn, g))(1 + o(1))
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so that letting n→ +∞ and then δ → 0, we obtain the expected result.

Step 3: λk is locally Lipschitz on F

Let (g, β) ∈ F . Without loss of generality, we choose again all H1, H−1 norms and
norms on B with respect to the metric g. We set Λ = λk(g, β) + 1. Let ε0 and let
(g1, β1), (g2, β2) ∈ FΛ ∩B((g, β), ε0) be such that

max
{
‖β1 − β2‖g , δ(g1, g2)

}
=: ε ≤ 2ε0 and sup

B((g,β),ε0)
λk ≤ Λ.

ε0 exists by continuity of λk. Let 0 < δ < 1 we shall fix later and let V ∈ Gk(Vβ1) be such
that

max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g1 dAg1
β1(ϕ,ϕ)

≤ λk(g1, β1) + δ

Then, we test the space

Ṽ :=

{
ϕ− β2(1, ϕ)

β2(1, 1)
;ϕ ∈ V

}
∈ Gk(Vβ2)

in the variational characterization of λk(g2, β2):

λk(g2, β2) ≤ max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g2 dAg2
β2

(
ϕ− β2(1,ϕ)

β2(1,1)
, ϕ− β2(1,ϕ)

β2(1,1)

)

for ϕ ∈ V , we have

β2

(
ϕ− β2(1, ϕ)

β2(1, 1)
, ϕ− β2(1, ϕ)

β2(1, 1)

)
=β1(ϕ,ϕ) + (β1 − β2) (ϕ,ϕ) −

(β2 − β1) (1, ϕ)
2

β2(1, 1)

≥β1(ϕ,ϕ) −
(
‖β1 − β2‖g +

‖β1 − β2‖2g
β(1, 1) − 2ε0

)
‖ϕ‖2H1

We have the following general Poincaré inequality:
ˆ

Σ

(
ϕ− β1(1, ϕ)

β1(1, 1)

)2

dAg ≤ C

∥∥∥∥
β1(1, .)

β1(1, 1)

∥∥∥∥
2

H−1

ˆ

Σ
|∇ϕ|2g dAg

so that knowing that ϕ ∈ V ,

‖ϕ‖2H1 ≤
(
C

∥∥∥∥
β1(1, .)

β1(1, 1)

∥∥∥∥
2

H−1

+ 1

)
(1 + cgδ(g, g1)) (λk(β1) + δ) β1(ϕ,ϕ)

≤AΛ(ε0)β1(ϕ,ϕ)

where

AΛ(ε0) :=

(
C

( ‖β‖g + 2ε0

β(1, 1) − 2ε0

)2

+ 1

)
(1 + cgε0) (Λ + 1) ,

and gathering all the previous inequalities, we obtain

λk(g2, β2) ≤ max
ϕ∈V \{0}

´

Σ |∇ϕ|2g2 dAg2
β1(ϕ,ϕ)

(
1−

(
ε+

ε2

β(1, 1) − 2ε0

)
AΛ(ε0)

)−1

≤ (λk(β1) + δ) (1 + cgε)(1− CΛ(ε0)ε)
−1
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where CΛ(ε0) =
(
1 + 2ε0

β(1,1)−2ε0

)
AΛ(ε0). Choosing ε0 < β(1, 1) such that CΛ(ε0)ε0 ≤ 1

2 ,

we obtain

λk(g2, β2) ≤ (λk(g1, β1) + δ) (1 + 2CΛ(ε0)ε) (1 + cgε)

Now, letting δ → 0, we obtain

λk(g2, β2)− λk(g1, β1) ≤ Λ (2CΛ(ε0) + 2cg) d ((g1, β1), (g2, β2))

Exchanging β1 and β2, the same argument leads to

|λk(g2, β2)− λk(g1, β1)| ≤ Λ (2CΛ(ε0) + 2cg) d (g1, β1), (g2, β2)) .

♦
For g ∈Met0(Σ), we set X the closure of X in B where

X =

{
(ϕ,ψ) ∈ H1 ×H1 7→

ˆ

Σ
e2uϕψdAg;u ∈ C0 (Σ)

}

in the context of Laplace eigenfunctions and

X =

{
(ϕ,ψ) ∈ H1 ×H1 7→

ˆ

∂Σ
euϕψdLg;u ∈ C0 (Σ)

}

in the context of Steklov eigenfunctions. Notice that if g̃ is another metric, dAg̃ is ab-
solutely continuous with respect to dAg with a continuous density and dLg̃ is absolutely

continuous with respect to dLg with a continuous density. Therefore, X and X are inde-
pendent of the choice of the metric.

We denote Q+ the set of squares of H1 functions and Q = Span(Q+). One immediate
property of β ∈ X is that β acts as a linear map on Q.

Proposition 1.2. For any β ∈ X, there is a unique linear map Lβ : Q→ R such that

∀φ,ψ ∈ H1 (Σ) , Lβ (φψ) = β (φ,ψ)

and in particular

∀φ ∈ H1 (Σ) , Lβ
(
φ2
)
= β (φ, φ) ≥ 0.

In addition, Lβ ∈ H−1 and Lβ ∈ Mes+(Σ), where Mes+(Σ) is the set of non negative
Radon measures (dual set of C0(Σ)) in the sense that there is a unique extension of Lβ :
H1 ∩ C0 → R to C0(Σ).

Proof. Let θ ∈ Q. Let {φi}i∈I and {ψj}j∈J two finite families of H1 functions and {ti}i∈I
and {sj}j∈J associated families of real numbers such that

θ =
∑

i∈I
tiφ

2
i =

∑

j∈J
sjψ

2
j

Then it is clear that

(1.2)
∑

i∈I
tiβ (φi, φi) =

∑

j∈J
sjβ (ψj , ψj) .

Indeed, if e2uk converges to β in B.
∑

i∈I
ti

ˆ

Σ
e2ukφ2i dAg =

∑

j∈J
sj

ˆ

Σ
e2ukψ2

j dAg
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and letting k → +∞, we easily deduce (1.2) (the Steklov case is analogous). Then we can
set a unique linear map Lβ : Q→ R such that

∀φ ∈ H1(Σ), Lβ(φ
2) = β(φ, φ).

Of course, β(φ, φ) ≥ 0. More generality, we compute that

Lβ(4φψ) = Lβ((φ+ ψ)2 − (φ− ψ)2) = β(φ+ ψ, φ+ ψ)− β(φ− ψ, φ− ψ) = 4β(φ,ψ).

It remains to prove that Lβ ∈Mes+(Σ). Let ϕ ∈ H1 ∩ C0. Then

|Lβ(ϕ)| = |β(1, ϕ)| =
∣∣∣∣ lim
k→+∞

ˆ

Σ
e2ukϕ

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ‖ϕ‖C0 lim
k→+∞

ˆ

Σ
e2uk = ‖ϕ‖C0Lβ(1).

By unique extension of continuous linear operators, we obtain the expected result. ♦
We also obtain the immediate corollary for eigenvalues.

Corollary 1.1.

sup
g∈Met0(Σ),β∈X\{0}

λ̄k(g, β) = sup
g∈Met0(Σ)

sup
β∈X\{0}

λ̄k(g, β) = sup
g∈Met0(Σ)

λ̄k(g, 1) < +∞

The finiteness can be deduced from Korevaar [Kor93]: he proved the latter strict in-
equality among smooth metrics g but it is still true for continuous metrics by smooth
approximation. The equalities are consequences of Proposition 1.1 and the definition of
X.

We also have the very useful compactness property of bilinear forms in X

Proposition 1.3. Let c, c′ > 0. Let β ∈ X be such that β(1, 1) 6= 0, then the image of

Sc,c′ = {(φ,ψ) ∈ H1 ×H1; ‖φ‖2H1 ≤ c and ‖ψ‖2H1 ≤ c′}
and of

S̃β,c,c′ = {(φ,ψ) ∈ Vβ × Vβ;

ˆ

Σ
|∇φ|2gdAg ≤ c and

ˆ

Σ
|∇ψ|2gdAg ≤ c′}

by β is a compact set. More generally if (βn) ∈ X satisfies βn → β in X and if (φn, ψn) ∈
S̃βn,c,c′, then there is a subsequence (φj(n), ψj(n)) that converges weakly to (φ,ψ) ∈ S̃β,c,c′

in H1 ×H1 and such that
βj(n)(φj(n), ψj(n)) → β(φ,ψ)

as n→ +∞
Proof. We first notice that if φ ∈ Vβn , then by the Poincaré inequality,

‖φ‖2L2 ≤ C

∥∥∥∥
βn(1, .)

βn(1, 1)

∥∥∥∥
2

H−1

ˆ

Σ
|∇φ|2g dAg

So that setting a =

(
1 + C

(∥∥∥ β(1,.)β(1,1)

∥∥∥
2

H−1
+ 1

))
c and b =

(
1 + C

(∥∥∥ β(1,.)β(1,1)

∥∥∥
2

H−1
+ 1

))
c′,

we obtain that S̃βn,c,c′ ⊂ Sa,b for n large enough.
Let (φn, ψn) ∈ H1 × H1 be such that ‖φn‖H1 ≤ c and ‖ψn‖H1 ≤ c′. By the weak

compactness of the ball of H1, up to the extraction of a subsequence, we have that φn
and ψn weakly converge to φ and ψ in H1. We aim at proving that

βn(φn, ψn) → β(φ,ψ)
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as n → +∞. Let δ > 0. Since β ∈ X, there is a smooth positive function e2u such that∥∥β − e2u
∥∥ ≤ δ. By the compact injection ofW 1,2 ⊂ L2(e2ug), we have up to the extraction

of a subsequence that ψn → ψ and φn → φ in L2(e2ug) so that
ˆ

Σ
φnψne

2udAg →
ˆ

Σ
φψe2udAg.

We obtain that

|βn(φn, ψn)− β(φ,ψ)| ≤
∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Σ
φnψne

2udAg −
ˆ

Σ
φψe2udAg

∣∣∣∣+
(
‖βn − β‖+ 2‖β − e2u‖

)
cc′

so that passing to the limit as n→ +∞,

lim sup
n→+∞

|βn(φn, ψn)− β(φ,ψ)| ≤ δcc′

and letting δ → 0, we obtain the expected result. ♦
Notice also that all the norms Ng,β(φ)

2 :=
´

Σ |∇φ|2g + β(φ, φ) satisfy for (g, β) ∈
Met0(Σ)×X the existence of an open neighborhood Ug,β and a constant Cg,β such that

(1.3) ∀(g̃, β̃) ∈ Ug,β,∀φ ∈ H1, C−1
g,βNg̃,β̃

(φ)2 ≤ Ng,β(φ)
2 ≤ Cg,βNg̃,β̃

(φ)2

1.3. Existence of eigenfunctions and first variation of generalized eigenvalues.

In [PT24], we obtain from the compactness property (Proposition 1.3) that the spectrum
associated to (g, β) ∈Met0(Σ)×X is discrete, that is

0 = λ0 ≤ λ1(g, β) ≤ λ2(g, β) ≤ · · · ≤ λk(g, β) → +∞ as k → +∞
and in particular that the multiplicity of eigenvalues is finite and that there is a Hilbert
basis (with respect to β(·, ·) or Ng,β) of eigenfunctions. Notice that an equation on eigen-
functions

∆gϕ = λβ(ϕ, ·)
does not provide more regularity of eigenfunctions than H1 and has to be read in the weak
sense with respect to g: ∆gϕ ∈ H−1 is the map ψ ∈ H1 7→

´

Σ〈∇ϕ∇ψ〉gdAg. The same
notation can be used in the Laplace and Steklov case. Notice also that if Σ is connected,
λ0 = 0 is a simple eigenvalue associated to the constant functions.

As soon as (g, β) belongs to the interior ofMet0(Σ)×X Proposition (1.3) and the norm
equivalence (1.3) also provide computations of the directional derivatives, the generalized
directional derivatives, the classical subdifferential, and the Clarke subdifferential [Cla75]
of

E : (g, β) 7→ F (λ̄1(g, β), · · · , λ̄m(g, β))
where F :

(
R
⋆
+

)m → R
⋆
+ such that ∂iF ≤ 0 for any i.

∂E(g, β) ⊂ co

{
m∑

i=1

di(g, β)λ̄i(g, β) ((φi, φi)− (1, 1)) ; (φ1, · · · , φm) ∈ Om(β)

}

where di(g, β) = ∂iF (λ̄1(g, β), · · · , λ̄m(g, β)) and Om(β) is the set of orthonormal families
(φ1, · · · , φm) with respect to β such that for all 1 ≤ i ≤ m, φi is an eigenfunction with
respect to λi(g, β).

In the current paper, we will need right directional derivatives on points (g, β) that do
not belong to the interior of Met0(Σ) × X. For that reason, we will not use the Clarke
supdifferential in the current paper. However, the abstract analysis in [PT24] also works
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as soon as the variation (g, β) + t(h, b) belongs to the admissible set as t ց 0. For the
sake of completeness, we write this computation in our context:

We denote by

i(k) := min{i ∈ N
∗;λi = λk}

I(k) := max{i ∈ N
∗;λi = λk}

Proposition 1.4. For (g, β) ∈Met0(Σ)× X̄, and (h, b) ∈ S2
0(Σ)× X̄,

lim
tց0

λ̄k(g + th, β + tb)− λ̄k(g, β)

t
= min
V ∈Gk−i(k)+1(Ek(g,β))

max
φ∈V \{0}

Q(h,b)(φ)

= max
V ∈GI(k)−k+1(Ek(g,β))

min
φ∈V \{0}

Q(h,b)(φ)
(1.4)

where

Q(h,b)(φ) =

ˆ

Σ

(
|∇φ|2g
2

g − dφ⊗ dφ, h

)

g

dAg + λ̄k(g, β) (b(1, 1) − b(φ, φ))

Proof. The right-hand terms are equal as a consequence of the min-max formula for the
quotients of a quadratic form by a positive definite quadratic form on finite-dimensional
spaces. Notice that from Proposition 1.1, we have that λk(β + tb) → λk(β) as tց 0.

We denote by

φti(k), · · · , φtI(k)
a family of β-orthonormal eigenfunctions associated to the eigenvalues

λi(k)(g + th, β + tb) ≤ · · · ≤ λI(k)(g + th, β + tb)

we rename λt
i(k) ≤ · · · ≤ λt

I(k) that all converge to λk := λk(g, β) as t → 0. Up to the

extraction of a subsequence as t→ 0, φti converges to φi weakly in H1, and

(β + tb) (φ− φti, φ− φti) → 0

as t→ 0. Passing to the weak limit on the equation satisfied by φti and to the strong limit
on (β + tb) (φti, φ

t
j) = δi,j, we obtain

∆gφi = λkβ(φi, ·) and β(φi, φj) = δi,j

for i(k) ≤ i, j ≤ I(k). Integrating the equation with respect to φi proves that
ˆ

M

|∇φi|2gdAg = λkβ(φi, φi) = lim
t→0

λtiβ(φ
t
i, φ

t
i) = lim

t→0

ˆ

M

|∇φti|2gdAg

so that φti converges strongly in H1.

For i(k) ≤ i ≤ I(k). We set Rti := φti − πk(φ
t
i) where for v ∈ H1

πk(v) := v −
I(k)∑

i=i(k)

β(v, φi)φi
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is the orthogonal projection of v on Ek(g, β) with respect to β. We have for v ∈ H1

ˆ

Σ
〈∇Rti∇v〉gdAg − λkβ(R

t
i, v) =λ

t
i(β + tb)(φti, v) − λkβ(φ

t
i, v)

+

(
ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉gdAg −

ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉g+thdAg+th

)

=(λti − λk)β(φ
t
i, ·) + λtitb(φ

t
i, ·)

+

(
ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉gdAg −

ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉g+thdAg+th

)

so that setting

(1.5) αti :=
∣∣λti − λk

∣∣+ t+
√
β(Rti, R

t
i)

and

(1.6) R̃ti =
Rti
αti

τ ti =
t

αti
δti :=

λti − λk
αti

,

Let’s prove that R̃ti is bounded in H1. Let v ∈ H1, we have that
ˆ

Σ
∇R̃ti∇vdAg =λkβ(R̃ti, v) + δtiβ(φ

t
i, v) + λtib(φ

t
i, v)

+
1

t

(
ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉gdAg −

ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇φti〉g+thdAg+th

)

so that ∣∣∣∣
ˆ

Σ
∇R̃ti∇vdAg + β(R̃ti, v)

∣∣∣∣

≤
(
(λk + 1)

√
β(R̃ti, R̃

t
i)‖β‖ +

(
δti‖β‖+ λti‖b‖+ C

)
‖φti‖H1

)
‖v‖H1

so that by the Riesz theorem associated to the Hilbert norm Nβ , and the equivalence

of the H1 norm and the Nβ norm, we obtain that R̃ti is bounded with respect to Nβ as

t → 0. By equivalence between the H1 norm and the norm Nβ, again, R̃
t
i is bounded in

H1. Then, up to the extraction of a subsequence as t→ 0,

R̃ti → R̃i weakly in H1 τ ti → τi δti → δi.

Passing to the weak limit in the equation, we obtain for v ∈ H1

ˆ

Σ
〈∇v∇R̃i〉gdAg − λkβ(R̃i, v) =δiβ(φi, v) + τiλkb(φi, v)

+

ˆ

Σ

(
dv ⊗ dφi −

〈∇v∇φi〉g
2

g, h

)

g

dAg

(1.7)

In addition, up to the extraction of a subsequence,

β(R̃ti − R̃i, R̃
t
i − R̃i) → 0

as t→ 0 and we obtain because of the definitions (1.5) and (1.6)

(1.8) β(R̃i, R̃i) + |δi|+ τi = 1
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Now, we integrate (1.7) against φi and we obtain that

(1.9) δiβ(φi, φi) + τiλkb(φi, φi) +

ˆ

Σ

(
dφi ⊗ dφi −

|∇φi|2g
2

g, h

)

g

dAg = 0.

Now, we assume by contradiction that τi = 0, then by (1.9), δi = 0 and by (1.7), R̃i ∈
Ek(β) ∩ Ek(β)⊥Q(β,·) = {0}. This contradicts (1.8). Therefore τi 6= 0 and

δi
τi

=
−λkb(φi, φi)−

´

Σ

(
dφi ⊗ dφi − |∇φi|2g

2 g, h
)
g
dAg

β(φi, φi)

Integrating (1.7) against φj for j 6= i, we obtain that

B(h,b)(φi, φj) := −λkb(φi, φj)−
ˆ

Σ

(
dφi ⊗ dφj −

〈∇φi∇φj〉g
2

g, h

)

g

dAg = 0

so that φi(k), · · · , φI(k) are nothing but an orthonormal basis with respect to β that is

orthogonal with respect to B(h,b). Since in addition we have that
δi(k)
τi(k)

≤ · · · ≤ δI(k)
τI(k)

,

classical min-max formulae for orthonormal diagonalization give

δi
τi

= min
V ∈Gi−i(k)+1(Ek(β))

max
v∈V \{0}

B(h,b)(v, v)

β(v, v)

Since the right-hand term is independent of the choice of the subsequence as t → 0, we
obtain that the directional derivative exists and

lim
tց0

λti − λi
t

= lim
tց0

δti
τ ti

=
δi
τi

completes the proof of the proposition. ♦
1.4. Regularization of minimizing sequences into minimizing Palais-Smale-like

sequences. Let δε > 0 be such that δε → 0 as ε→ 0 and (g̃ε, β̃ε) ∈ A be such that

(1.10) E(g̃ε, β̃ε) ≤ inf E + δ2ε ,

where the choice of δε will depend on the construction of the initial minimizing sequence.
We would like to transform this minimizing sequence into a Palais-Smale sequence using
the Ekeland variational principle [Eke74].

Since this fonctional is lower semi-continuous in the complete set

Aε = {g ∈Met0(Σ); δ(g, g̃ε) ≤ 1} × {β ∈ X,β(1, 1) ≥ 1}
where Aε is endowed with the distance

dε((g1, β1), (g2, β2)) = max (δ(g1, g2); ‖β1 − β2‖g̃ε)
the Ekeland variational principle gives the existence of (gε, βε) ∈ Aε such that

(1.11) dε((g̃ε, β̃ε), (gε, βε)) ≤ δε

and for any (g, β) ∈ Aε,

(1.12) E(gε, βε)− E(g, β) ≤ δεdε ((gε, βε), (g, β)) .

Now, we prove the existence of a quasi-Euler-Lagrange equation for the Palais-Smale
sequence (gε, βε). We set λεi = λi(gε, βε) the i-th Laplace generalized eigenvalue. In the
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following proposition we can replace λεi by the σεi := σi(gε, βε) in the context of generalized
Steklov eigenvalues and the proof is very similar if in Step 3 we replace integrals of bΦV
and θ2V in Σ by integrals on ∂Σ.

Proposition 1.5. There is a map Φε : Σ → R
nε ∈ H1 (Σ,Rnε) such that

∆gεΦε = βε (ΛεΦε, .)

where Λε = diag(λε1, · · · , λεk, · · · , λεk) ∈ Mnε(R) and βε (ΛεΦε, .) : H
1(Σ,Rnε) → R and

|Φε|2Λε
≥a.e 1− θ2ε in Σ (resp. in ∂Σ in the Steklov case)

where ‖θε‖2H1(g̃ε)
≤ cεδε and

∀h ∈ S2
0(Σ),

∣∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Σ

(
dΦε ⊗ dΦε −

|∇Φε|2gε
2

gε, h

)

gε

dAgε

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2cεδε‖h‖gε

where ‖h‖gε = supx∈Σ
√

〈h, h〉gε(x) and
βε (ΛεΦε,Φε) = βε(1, 1) = 1 +O(δε)

and

cε =

(
m∑

i=1

−λεi∂iF (λε1, · · · , λεm)
)−1

In addition, we have that for any 1 ≤ k ≤ m,

(1.13)
∑

i∈{j;λεj=λεk}
βε(φ

ε
i , φ

ε
i ) =

∑

i∈{j;λεj=λεk}
tεi

where for 1 ≤ i ≤ m,

(1.14) tεi := −cε · ∂iF (λε1, · · · , λεm).
Proof. We follow several steps. Step 1 follows from the computation of a right directional
derivative. Step 2 is a direct consequence of Step 1 and Ekeland’s variational principle.
Step 3 uses a Hahn-Banach separation argument.

Step 1: Let (h, b) ∈ S2
0(Σ)×X , then there is (φ1, · · · , φm) ∈ Om(gε, βε) such that

(1.15) lim
t↓0

E(gε + th, βε + tb)− E(gε, βε)

t
= Q(h,b)(φ1, · · · , φm)

where

Q(h,b)(φ1, · · · , φm) :=
m∑

i=1

−dεi
ˆ

Σ

(
|∇φi|2gε

2
gε − dφi ⊗ dφi, h

)

gε

dAgε

+
m∑

i=1

−dεiλεi (b(1, 1) − b(φi, φi))

(1.16)

and
dεi = di(gε, βε) := −∂iF (λ1(gε, βε), · · · , λm(gε, βε)) > 0.

Proof of Step 1: It is a straightforward consequence of proposition 1.4 by a chain rule
on directional derivatives.
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Step 2: For all (h, b) ∈ S2
0(Σ)×X, there is Φ := (φ1, · · · , φm) ∈ Om(gε, βε) such that

Q(h,b)(Φ) ≥ −εmax(‖h‖gε , ‖b‖g̃ε)

Proof of Step 2: Let (h, b) ∈ S2
0(Σ) × X, then we test (gε + th, βε + tb) in (1.12) for

t > 0 small enough and divide by t. We obtain

E(gε, βε)− E(gε + th, βε + th)

t
≤ εmax

(
δ(gε, gε + th)

t
, ‖b‖g̃ε

)

Letting tց 0, Step 1 gives the existence of Φ := (φ1, · · · , φm) ∈ Om(gε, βε) such that the
left-hand term converges to −Q(h,b)(Φ). For the convergence of the right-hand term, we
just use that δ is nothing but the geodesic distance on the set Met0(Σ) endowed with the
Riemannian metric defined by ‖h‖g on the tangent space S2

0(Σ) of g ∈Met0(Σ).

Step 3: We prove that K ∩ F 6= ∅ where K and F are two subsets of (S2
0(Σ))

⋆ × L2(g̃ε)

K = co
{
(aΦ, bΦ) + (L, θ2); Φ ∈ Om(gε, βε); θ ∈ H1(g̃ε); ‖θ‖2H1(g̃ε)

≤ δε; ‖L‖⋆gε ≤ 2δε

}

where we denote for Φ ∈ Om(gε, βε)

(aΦ, bΦ) :=

m∑

i=1

dεi

(
dφi ⊗ dφi −

|∇φi|2gε
2

gε, λ
ε
i

(
φ2i − 1

)
)

and for L ∈ (S2
0(Σ)), ‖ · ‖gε)⋆ the dual norm as

‖L‖⋆gε := sup
h∈S2

0(Σ)

|〈L, h〉|
‖h‖gε

and
F = {(0, f); f ≥ 0}

Proof of Step 3: Notice that S2
0(Σ) can be seen as a subset of (S2

0(Σ))
⋆ via the injection

k ∈ S2
0(Σ) 7→

(
h 7→

ˆ

Σ
(k, h)gε dAgε

)
∈
(
S2
0(Σ)

)⋆

We assume that K ∩ F = ∅. Then, by Hahn-Banach separation theorem, there are
(h, V ) ∈ S2

0(Σ)× L2(g̃ε) and κ ∈ R such that

f ∈ L2(g̃ε), f ≥ 0;

ˆ

Σ
V fdAg̃ε ≥ −κ

∀Φ ∈ Om(gε, βε),∀L ∈ (S2
0(Σ))

⋆, ‖L‖⋆gε ≤ 2δε;∀θ ∈ H1(g̃ε), ‖θ‖2H1(g̃ε)
≤ δε,

ˆ

Σ
(aΦ, h)gε dAgε + 〈L, h〉 +

ˆ

Σ
bΦV dAg̃ε +

ˆ

Σ
θ2V < −κ

We first notice that κ ≥ 0 (choose f = 0 in the first inequation). We also notice that V has
to be non-negative almost everywhere (choose f = nmax{−V, 0} in the first equation and
let n→ +∞). By Step 2, let Φ ∈ Om(Σ) be such that Q(h,V )(Φ) ≥ −εmax(‖h‖gε , ‖V ‖g̃ε).
The second equation implies that for all θ ∈ H1(g̃ε) such that ‖θ‖2

H1(g̃ε)
≤ δε and L ∈

(S2
0(Σ))

⋆ such that ‖L‖⋆gε ≤ δε

Q(h,V )(Φ) +

ˆ

Σ
θ2V dAg̃ε + 〈L, h〉 < −κ
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and we obtain that
ˆ

Σ
θ2V dAg̃ε + 〈L, h〉 < −κ+ δεmax(‖h‖gε , ‖V ‖g̃ε)

Choosing L = 0 and knowing that the following supremum is realized, we obtain

max
θ∈H1(g̃ε),‖θ‖2

H1(g̃ε)≤ε

ˆ

Σ
θ2V dAg̃ε < δεmax(‖h‖gε , ‖V ‖g̃ε)

so that max(‖h‖gε , ‖V ‖g̃ε) = ‖h‖gε . It is clear that h 6= 0 and chosing θ = 0 and taking L
and −L and then the supremum,

sup
L∈(S2

0 (Σ))⋆,‖L‖⋆gε≤2δε

|〈L, h〉|
‖h‖gε

≤ δε

which gives a contradiction and we get Step 3.

We conclude the proof of the proposition by taking an element of K ∩F and renormal-
izing by cε. ♦

2. Laplace spectral functionals in the handle case

2.1. Choice of the initial minimizing sequence. This subsection is devoted to the

construction of Σ̃ε, g̃εβ̃ε, gε, βε that satisfies (1.10), (1.11), (1.12) in order to apply later
Proposition 1.5 for a well chosen δε → 0 (see (2.3)). Let Σ be a compact surface. We
assume that a Riemannian metric g realizes the absolute minimizer

E(g, 1) = inf
g̃∈Met0(Σ)

E(g̃, 1)

We now take p, q two distinct points on Σ and l > 0 and we denote

Σε := Σ \ (Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q))

and

Cl,ε := εS1 ×
[
− lε

2
,
lε

2

]

that we glue along their boundary:

Σ̃ε = (Σε ∪ Cl,ε) / ∼

where ∼ is a glueing along ∂Dε(p) and ∂1Cl,ε := εS1 × {− lε
2 } and along ∂Dε(q) and

∂2Cl,ε := εS1 × { lε2 } that preserves the orientation. We denote g̃ε the L∞ metric on Σ̃ε
equal to g on Σε and to the flat metric on Cl,ε. Up to a standard regularisation procedure

by the heat kernel of g̃ε, we can assume that g̃ε is continuous on Σ̃ε without affecting
the following estimates on eigenvalues. We aim at computing an asymptotic expansion
of λi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) and of E(g̃ε, 1). For that, we use Laplace eigenvalues µεk with Neumann
boundary conditions on Σε := Σ \ (Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q)) endowed with the metric g. First we
give uniform estimates on eigenfunctions

Claim 2.1. For Λ > 0, there is a constant C := C(Σ,Λ) such that any eigenfunction ϕε
associated to a Laplace eigenvalue on (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) bounded by Λ such that ‖ϕε‖L2(Σ̃ε)

= 1 and
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any eigenfunction ψε associated to a Laplace eigenvalue with Neumann boundary condition
on (Σε, g) bounded by Λ such that ‖ψε‖L2(Σ̃ε)

= 1, we have

‖ϕε‖L∞(Σ̃ε) ≤
√

ln
1

ε
and ‖ψε‖L∞(Σ̃ε) ≤

√
ln

1

ε

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that g is conformally flat on a disk D2 at the
neighborhood of 0. We set

fε(r) =
1

2πr

ˆ

Sr

ϕε.

By a trace Sobolev inequality, we have that

|fε(1)| ≤ C‖ϕε‖H1(Σ,g) ≤ C
√
1 + Λ

and on the annulus D \ Dr, we have that

fε(1)− fε(r) =

ˆ

D\Dr

∇ϕε∇ ln |x|dx

so that by conformal invariance of the Dirichlet energy,

|fε(r)| ≤ |fε(1)| + ‖∇ϕε‖L2(Σ,g)‖∇ ln |x|‖L2(D\Dr) ≤ C
√
1 + Λ +

√
2πΛ ln

1

r
.

Now, for 4ε ≤ r ≤ 1, we write the equation on ϕ̃ε(x) := ϕε(rx) in D2 \ D 1
2

∆ϕ̃ε = r2Vε,rϕ̃ε

where ‖Vε,r‖L∞ ≤ K where K is independent of ε and r

‖ϕ̃ε − fε(r)‖
L∞

(

D2\D 1
2

) ≤ ‖ϕ̃ε − fε(r)‖
L2

(

D2\D 1
2

) + ‖∆ϕ̃ε‖
L2

(

D2\D 1
2

)

where by a Poincaré inequality and conformal invariance of the Dirichlet energy,

‖ϕ̃ε − fε(r)‖
L2

(

D2\D 1
2

) ≤ C‖∇ (ϕ̃ε − fε(r)) ‖
L2

(

D2\D 1
2

) ≤ C ′‖∇ϕε‖L2(Σ)

and where

‖∆(ϕ̃ε − fε(r)) ‖
L2

(

D2\D 1
2

) ≤ r2(1 +K)‖ϕ̃ε‖
L∞

(

D2\D 1
2

)

so that gathering all the previous inequalities, we obtain

‖ϕε‖
L∞

(

D2r\D r
2

) ≤ C

√
ln

1

r
+ C ′√Λ+ r2(1 +K)‖ϕε‖

L∞
(

D2r\D r
2

)

so that letting 2ε ≤ r ≤ r0 with r0 small enough,

|ϕε(r, θ)| ≤ ‖ϕε‖L∞(D4r\Dr) ≤ C

√
ln

1

r
.

Notice that exactly the same arguments holds for ψε so that

|ψε(r, θ)| ≤ ‖ϕε‖L∞(D4r\Dr) ≤ C

√
ln

1

r
.
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In order to complete the proof, we rescale via a conformal diffeomorphism θε the equa-
tion of ϕε in

Σ̃ε \ Σ4ε = ((D4ε(p) ∪ D4ε(q)) ∩ Σε) ∪ Cl,ε
into an equation of a function ϕ̃ε in a cylinder Cε where Cε = θ−1

ε (Σ̃ε\Σ4ε) has a uniformly
bounded modulus:

∆ϕ̃ε = Vεϕ̃ε in Cε

where Vε is uniformly bounded. Similarly, the equation of ψε in

Σε \ Σ4ε = (D4ε(p) ∪D4ε(q)) ∩ Σε

into an equation of ψ̃ε on two flat annuli D4 \ D1{
∆ψ̃ε = Vεψ̃ε in D4 \ D1

∂rψ̃ε = 0 on ∂D1.

In both cases, we can write again by elliptic estimates and a Poincaré inequality that

‖ϕ̃ε‖L∞(Ω) ≤ |fε(ε)| + ‖∇ϕ̃ε‖L2(Ω) + ‖∆ϕ̃ε‖L2(Ω)

that gives with similar arguments as before

‖ϕε‖L∞(Σ̃ε\Σ4ε)
≤ C

√
ln

1

ε
.

Similarly, regularity for elliptic equations with Neumann boundary condition gives

‖ψ̃ε‖L∞(Ω) ≤ |fε(ε)| + ‖∇ψ̃ε‖L2(Ω) + ‖∆ψ̃ε‖L2(Ω)

that implies

‖ψε‖L∞(Σε\Σ4ε) ≤ C

√
ln

1

ε
.

and gathering all the previous inequalities ends the proof of the Claim. ♦
Proposition 2.1 (Matthiesen-Siffert [MS19a], Lemma 5.5 and Theorem 5.1). Given
k ∈ N

⋆, we denote µε1, · · · , µεk the k first non-zero Neumann eigenvalues of Σε := Σ \
(Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q)). Then

∀1 ≤ i ≤ k, µεi ≥ λi(Σ, g)−O(ε2)

Proof. Step 1: We let ψ̂ε be the extension of ψε on Σ obtained by a harmonic extension
on Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q). We prove that there is a constant C such that

‖ψ̂ε‖W 1,2(Dε(p)∪Dε(q)) ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)

Proof of step 1: It suffices to prove this inequality in a chart at the neighborhood of p.
Letting fε(x) := ψ̂ε(p+ εx), we have by trace embedding theorems and elliptic theory for
harmonic functions that

‖fε‖H1(D) ≤ C‖fε‖H1(D2\D)
‖∇fε‖L2(D) ≤ C‖∇fε‖L2(D2\D)

that rescale to

‖ψε‖2L2(Dε(p))
≤ C2

(
‖ψε‖2L2(D2ε(p)\Dε(p))

+ ε2‖∇ψε‖2L2(D2ε(p)\Dε(p))

)

‖∇ψε‖L2(Dε(p)) ≤ C‖∇ψε‖L2(D2ε(p)\Dε(p))

completing the proof of Step 1.
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Step 2: We prove that there is a constant C := C(Σ,Λ) such that for any Laplace
eigenfunction with Neumann boundary conditions ψε in (Σε, g) such that ‖ψε‖L2(Σε,g) = 1
with eigenvalue µε bounded by Λ satisfies

ˆ

Sε(p)∪Sε(q)
|∂τψε|2 ≤ Cε

Proof of step 2: By Step 1, there is a constant C > 0 such that

‖ψ̂ε‖W 1,2(Σ) ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)

We let αε be the solution of the following equation
{
∆αε = µεψ̂ε in D

αε = 0 on S
1

so that hε := ψε−αε is a harmonic function in D \Dε. Since ∆αε is bounded in W 1,2, we
obtain by standard elliptic regularity that αε is bounded in C1 by ‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε) so that

ˆ

Sε(p)∪Sε(q)
|∂ταε|2 ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)ε.

Now, let’s focus on hε. We have that

‖hε‖W 1,2(D\Dε) ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)

|∂νhε| = |∂νaε| ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε) on Sε(p) ∪ Sε(q)

Now let’s write the Fourier expansion of hε

hε = a+ b ln r +
∑

n∈Z⋆

(
cnr

n + cnr
−n) einθ

where we drop the index ε of all the coefficients a, b ∈ R, cn ∈ C. We have that for ε ≤ 1
2

ˆ

D\Dε

h2ε ≥
ˆ

D\Dε

∣∣∣∣∣
∑

n∈Z⋆

(
cnr

n + cnr
−n) einθ

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≥
∑

n∈Z⋆

(
|cn|2

ˆ 1

ε

r2n+1dr + 2Re(cnc−n)
ˆ 1

ε

rdr + |c−n|2
ˆ 1

ε

r−2n+1dr

)

≥
∑

n≥2

( |cn|2
2n+ 2

(
1− ε2n+2

)
− |cn||c−n|+

|c−n|2
2n− 2

(ε2−2n − 1)

)

+

( |c1|2
4

(
1− ε4

)
− |c1||c−1|+ |c−1|2 ln

1

ε

)

≥
∑

n≥2

( |cn|2
2n+ 2

(
1− ε2n+2 − 1

2

)
+

|c−n|2
2n− 2

(ε2−2n − 1− 2(n2 − 1))

)

+

( |c1|2
4

(
1− ε4 − 1

2

)
+ |c−1|2

(
ln

1

ε
− 8

))

≥1

4



∑

n≥2

( |cn|2
2n+ 2

+
|c−n|2
2n− 2

ε2−2n

)
+

|c1|2
4

+ |c−1|2 ln
1

ε
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so that it is clear that the harmonic function
∑

n≥1 cne
inθrn is bounded by by ‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)

in L2(D). Similarly, we also have that
∑

n≥1 cne
−inθrn is bounded by by ‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε) in

L2(D). Therefore the function

βε :=
∑

n≥1

(
cne

inθ + c−ne
−inθ

)
rn

is bounded in C1 by ‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε) and

ˆ

Sε(p)∪Sε(q)
|∂τβε|2 ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)ε.

Now, we let γε := ψε − αε − βε and we have that

γε = a+ b ln r +
∑

n≥1

(
c−ne

−inθ + cne
inθ
)
r−n

By a classical Pohozaev identity on harmonic functions,
ˆ

S1

(
r2 |γr(r, θ)|2 − |γθ(r, θ)|2

)
dθ

does not depend on r. We have that

ˆ

S1

|γθ(r, θ)|2 dθ = O

(
1

r2

)
as r → +∞

and that
ˆ

S1

r2 |γr(r, θ)|2 dθ =
ˆ

S1

r2 |(∂r (γ − b ln r))|2 dθ + 2πb2 = 2πb2 +O

(
1

r2

)

as r → +∞ so that
ˆ

Sε(p)
|∂τγε|2 =

ˆ

Sε(p)
|∂νγε|2 −

2πb2

ε
≤
ˆ

Sε(p)
|∂νγε|2 ≤ C‖ψε‖W 1,2(Σε)ε

and the same property holds on Sε(q). Gathering all the previous inequalities completes
the proof of Step 1.

Step 3: Let ψ̂ε be the continuous extension of ψε in Σ that is harmonic in Dε(p) ∪Dε(q).
We have that

ˆ

Dε(p)∪Dε(q)
|∇ψ̂ε|2 ≤ C‖ψε‖2W 1,2(Σε)

ε2

as ε→ 0.

Proof of Step 3: In polar coordinates in a conformally flat chart centered at p, we use

fε :=
r

ε

(
ψε(ε, θ)−

ˆ

S1

ψε(ε, α)dα

)
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as a competitor for the energy of the harmonic extension of ψε(ε, θ)−
´

S1
ψε(ε, α)dα which

has the same energy as ψ̂ε. Then
ˆ

Dε(p)
|∇ψ̂ε|2 ≤

ˆ

Dε(p)
|∇fε|2

=
1

ε2

(
ˆ ε

0

(
ˆ

S1

∂θψε(ε, θ)
2dθ +

ˆ

S1

(
ψε(ε, θ)−

ˆ

S1

ψε(ε, α)dα

)2

dθ

)
rdr

)

≤C
ˆ

S1

∂θψε(ε, θ)
2dθ = Cε

ˆ

Sε(p)
(∂τψε)

2 ≤ C‖ψε‖2W 1,2(Σε)
ε2.

where we used the Poincaré inequality on the circle to obtain the first term in the third
line and Step 1 to obtain the last inequality. Of course, such a computation also holds in
the neighborhood of q.

Step 4: We test the eigenfunctions with Neumann boundary conditions extended har-
monically in Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q) denoted by ψ̂ε0, · · · , ψ̂εk in the variational characterization of
λk(Σ, g) and complete the proof of the proposition.

Proof of Step 4: We have the existence of aε ∈ S
k such that

λk(Σ, g) ≤
´

Σ |∇
(∑k

i=0 a
ε
i ψ̂

ε
i

)
|2

´

Σ

(∑k
i=0 a

ε
i ψ̂

ε
i

)2 ≤
∑k

i=0 (a
ε
i )

2 µεi +
´

Dε(p)∪Dε(q)
|∇
(∑k

i=0 a
ε
i ψ̂

ε
i

)
|2

∑k
i=0 (a

ε
i )

2

≤ µεk +

k∑

i=0

ˆ

Dε(p)∪Dε(q)
|∇ψ̂εi |2 ≤ µεk +O

(
ε2
)

where we used Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities and Step 2. ♦
Corollary 2.1. We have that

(2.1) λi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) ≥ λi(Σ, g) −O

(
ε2 ln

1

ε

)

and

(2.2) E(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) ≤ E(Σ, g) +O

(
ε2 ln

1

ε

)

Proof. Let ϕε0, ϕ
ε
1, · · · , ϕεi be an orthonormal family of eigenfunctions associated to the

eigenvalues λ0(Σ̃ε, g̃ε), · · · , λi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε), we have the existence of aε ∈ S
i such that the func-

tion ψε :=
∑i

k=0 a
ε
iϕ

ε
i satisfies

µεi ≤
´

Σ\(Dε(p)∪Dε(q))
|∇ψε|2g dAg

´

Σ\(Dε(p)∪Dε(q))
(ψε)

2 dAg
≤

´

Σ̃ε
|∇ψε|2g̃εdAg̃ε

´

Σ̃ε
(ψε)

2 dAg̃ε −
´

Cl,ε
(ψε)

2 dAg̃ε

≤ λi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) +O

(
lε2 ln

1

ε

)

as ε → 0 where we used Claim 2.1 and we use proposition 2.1 to conclude for equality
(2.1). (2.2) easily follows since F is a C1 function, eigenvalues are uniformly bounded and
A(Σε, g̃ε) = A(Σ, g)−O(ε2). ♦
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As a conclusion, we define

(2.3) δε := cε

√
ln

(
1

ε

)

for some well chosen constant c > 0 and construct the previous Palais-Smale approximation
(1.10), (1.11), (1.12) to the sequence g̃ε and β̃ε = 1

Ag̃ε (Σ̃ε)
on Σ̃ε pullbacked on a fixed

surface Σ by a bi-Lipschitz diffeomorphism.

2.2. Some convergence of ωε to 1 and first replacement of Φε. We set

ωε =
√

|Φε|2Λε
+ θ2ε = |Φε|Λε

We first prove that
´

Σ̃ε
|∇ωε|2g̃εdAg̃ε converges to 0 and that Φε has a similar H1(g̃ε)

behaviour as Φε

ωε

Claim 2.2. We have that

(2.4)

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2g̃ε dAg̃ε +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε,Λε

dAg̃ε ≤ O(δε)

as ε→ 0.

Proof. We first prove

(2.5) Lε

(
|ΛεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ O(δε)

as ε→ 0. Since ωε ≥ 1, and |Φε|2Λε
≤ ω2

ε , we have that

Lε

(
|ΛεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ (maxλεi )Lε

((
ω2
ε − ωε

))

≤maxλεi

(
Lε

(
|Φε|2Λε

)
+ Lε

(
θ2ε
)
− Lε(1)

)

so that

Lε

(
|ΛεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ (maxλεi )Lε(θ

2
ε) ≤ (maxλεi ) ‖βε‖g̃ε ‖θε‖

2
H1(g̃ε)

≤ ‖βε‖g̃ε O(δε)

as ε→ 0 by proposition 1.5 and since we know that

‖βε‖g̃ε ≤ ‖1‖g̃ε + ‖1− βε‖g̃ε ≤ 1 +O(δε)

by (1.11) and we obtain (2.5).
We know prove (2.4). Along the following computations, in all the integrations with

respect to Σ̃ε, the gradient and the area measure are taken with respect to g̃ε:
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇Φε|2Λε
−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

=− 2

ˆ

Σ̃ε

〈
∇Φε,∇

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)〉

Λε

= −2

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∆ΦεΛε.

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)

=− 2βε

(
Λε.Φε,Λε.

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

))
= −2Lε

(
|ΛεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
= O(δε)
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where we tested ∆Φε = βε(ΛεΦε, .) in Σ̃ε against Λε.
(
Φε − Φε

ωε

)
, and we used (2.5).

In particular, we have

0 ≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

− |∇Φε|2Λε

)
+O(δε)

as ε→ 0 and knowing that with the straightforward computations we have
∣∣∣∣∇

Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

− |∇Φε|2Λε
=
(
1− ω2

ε

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

− |∇ωε|2
ω2
ε + θ2ε
ω2
ε

+ 2
θε
ωε

∇ωε∇θε

=
(
1− ω2

ε

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

− |∇ωε|2 −
∣∣∣∣
θε
ωε

∇ωε −∇θε
∣∣∣∣
2

+ |∇θε|2

where ∣∣∣∣
θε
ωε

∇ωε −∇θε
∣∣∣∣
2

= ω2
ε

∣∣∣∣∇
θε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

we obtain that
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
ω2
ε − 1

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

+

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2 +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

ω2
ε

∣∣∣∣∇
θε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

+

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇θε|2 +O (δε)

as ε→ 0 and we conclude by Proposition 1.5 again. ♦

2.3. Quantitative convergence of eigenvalues and quantitative energy bounds.

We recall that λεk := λk(Σ̃ε, gε, βε) and that λk := λk(Σ, g)

Claim 2.3. For all k ∈ N
⋆

λεk ≤ λk +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0.

Proof. We let ηε ∈ C∞ (Σε) be a function such that ηε = 1 in Σ√
ε, 0 ≤ ηε ≤ 1

and
´

Σ |∇ηε|2 ≤ C

ln 1
ε

and we test 〈ϕ0ηε, · · · , ϕkηε〉 in the variational characterization of

λk(Σ̃ε, gε, βε). We have that

ˆ

Σ
∇ (ηεϕ

ε
i )∇

(
ηεϕ

ε
j

)
=

ˆ

Σ
(η2ε − 1)∇ϕi∇ϕk + 2

ˆ

Σ
ηε∇ηε (ϕi∇ϕj + ϕj∇ϕi)

+

ˆ

Σ
|∇ηε|2ϕiϕj = O(ε) +O




√
ε√
ln 1

ε


+O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

and for any 1 ≤ i, j ≤ k,

|βε(ϕiηε, ϕjηε)−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

η2εϕ
ε
iϕ

ε
jdAg̃ε | ≤ ‖βε − 1‖Σ̃ε,g̃ε

‖ϕiηε‖H1(Σ̃ε,g̃ε)
‖ϕjηε‖H1(Σ̃ε,g̃ε)

= O (δε)
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by (1.11) so that

βε(ϕiηε, ϕjηε) =

ˆ

Σ
ϕiϕj +O(δε).

Then

λεk ≤ sup
a∈Sk

´

Σ̃ε
|∇
(∑

i aiηεϕ
i
ε

)
|2gεdAgε

βε ((
∑

i aiηεϕ
i
ε) , (

∑
i a
i
εηεϕ

i
ε))

=

∑
i,j a

ε
ia
ε
j

´

Σ̃ε
〈∇ηεϕεi ,∇ηεϕεj〉gε∑

i,j a
ε
ia
ε
jβε(ηεϕ

ε
i , ηεϕ

ε
j)

where aε realizes the supremum. Then, by (2.3)

∑
i,j a

ε
ia
ε
j

´

Σ̃ε
〈∇ηεϕεi ,∇ηεϕεj〉gε∑

i,j a
ε
ia
ε
jβε(ϕiηε, ϕjηε)

=

∑
i(a

ε
i )

2
´

Σ |∇ϕi|2gdAg +O

(√
ε

ln 1
ε

)
+O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

∑
i(a

ε
i )

2
´

Σ ϕ
2
i −O(ε ln 1

ε
)

≤
λk +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

1−O(δε)

and we obtain the expected result. ♦

Up to the extraction of a subsequence, we assume that for all i,

λεi → νi

as ε→ 0. Since ♯ ({λεi}i≤nε) ≤ m, {νi} is also finite even if nε → +∞ as ε→ 0. We denote
(µj) an increasing sequence such that {λk}1≤k≤m = {µj}1≤j≤J

Aj := {i ∈ N; νi = µj}

Aεj := Aj ∩ {1, · · · , nε}
Since the increasing sequence {λεi}1≤i≤nε contains at most m numbers, if nε → +∞, AJ
is infinite and Aεj = Aj are finite for j < J .

We also denote for µ ≥ 0. E=µ(g) the set of eigenfunctions of (Σ, g) associated to the
eigenvalue µ. Of course, if µ is not an eigenvalue, E=µ(g) = {0}. We also denote

E≤µ :=
∑

0≤ν≤µ
E=ν(g) and E<µ :=

∑

0≤ν<µ
E=ν(g).

We also denote π=µ, π≤µ, π<µ the orthogonal projections with respect to L2(g) of E=µ(g),
E≤µ(g), E<µ(g).

We let ηε ∈ C∞ (Σε) be a function such that ηε = 1 in Σ√
ε, 0 ≤ ηε ≤ 1 and

(2.6)

ˆ

Σ
|∇ηε|2 ≤

C

ln 1
ε

Lemma 2.1. Let 1 ≤ j0 ≤ J and ϕ1, · · · , ϕaj0 be an orthonormal family of eigenfunctions

associated to all the eigenvalues that belong to Λj0 = {λi;λi 6= µj , 0 ≤ i ≤ m}. Then for
all i ∈ Aεj0 ,

aj0∑

j=1

(
ˆ

Σ
ηε
φiε
ωε
ϕjdAg

)2

≤ C

ln 1
ε

βε(φ
ε
i , φ

ε
i )
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Proof. Let 1 ≤ j ≤ aj0 , λ the eigenvalue of ϕj and i ∈ Aεj0 , we have that

λ

ˆ

Σ
ηε
φiε
ωε
ϕj =

ˆ

Σ
ηε
φiε
ωε

∆gϕj =

ˆ

Σ
∇
(
ηε
φiε
ωε

)
∇ϕjdAg

=

ˆ

Σ̃ε

φεi
ωε

∇ηε∇ϕ̂jdAg̃ε +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

ηε∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂jdAg̃ε

that
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂jdAgε =

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi

(
1

ωε
− 1

))
∇ϕ̂jdAgε +

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇φεi∇ϕ̂jdAgε

=

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi

(
1

ωε
− 1

))
∇ϕ̂jdAgε + λεiβε(φ

ε
i , ϕ̂j)

so that

(λ− λεi )

ˆ

Σ
ηε
φiε
ωε
ϕjdAg = I + II /+ III /+ IV + V /+ V I + V II

=

ˆ

Σ

φεi
ωε

∇ηε∇ϕdAg̃ε +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(ηε − 1)∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂jdAg̃ε

+

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

〈
∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂j

〉

g̃ε

dAg̃ε −
ˆ

Σ̃ε

〈
∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂j

〉

gε

dAgε

)

+

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi

(
1

ωε
− 1

))
∇ϕ̂jdAgε + λεiβε

(
φεi

(
1− 1

ωε

)
, ϕ̂j

)

+ λεi

(
βε

(
φεi
ωε
, ϕ̂j

)
−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

φεi
ωε
ϕ̂jdAg̃ε

)
+ λεi

ˆ

Σ̃ε

φεi
ωε
ϕj (ηεdAgε − dAg)

and by Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities

I2 ≤ C

ˆ

Σ
|∇ηε|2g dAg

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg̃ε ≤
C

ln 1
ε

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg̃ε By (2.6)

II2 ≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

dAg̃ε

ˆ

D√
ε(p,q)\Dε(p,q)

|∇ϕ̂j |2g dAg ≤ Cε

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

dAg̃ε

III2 ≤ δ2ε

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε

dAg̃ε By (1.11)

IV 2 ≤2C

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
1− 1

ωε

)2

|∇φεi |2g̃εdAg̃ε
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇φεi |2g̃εdAg̃ε

+ 2C

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ω2
ε

)2

dAg̃ε

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2g̃εdAg̃ε

≤C ′δε

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇φεi |2g̃εdAg̃ε +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ω2
ε

)2

dAg̃ε

)
by (2.4)

V 2 ≤ Cβε(φ
ε
i , φ

ε
i )βε

(
1− 1

ωε
, 1− 1

ωε

)
≤ Cδεβε(φ

ε
i , φ

ε
i )
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since Lε(ω
2
ε) = Lε(1) + Lε(θ

2
ε) = 1 + O(δε) and ωε ≥ 1 (beginning of the proof of Claim

(2.2))

V I2 ≤ Cδε

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε

dAg̃ε +

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg̃ε

)
by (1.11)

and

V II2 ≤ C
(
ε2 + δ2ε

)ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg̃ε

Then using again that
∥∥∥φ

ε
i

ωε

∥∥∥
2

H1(g̃ε)
and ‖φεi‖2H1(g̃ε)

are controled by βε(φ
ε
i , φ

ε
i ), and using

(2.3) we obtain
aj0∑

j=1

(
(λ− λεi )

ˆ

Σ
ηε
φiε
ωε
ϕj

)2

≤ C

ln 1
ε

βε(φ
ε
i , φ

ε
i ).

We then use that |λ− λεi | is uniformy lower bounded to conclude the proof. ♦
Claim 2.4. If k is such that for any x, |∂kF (x)| < 0,

|λεk − λk| = O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

and
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε

dAgε =: Vε = O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0.

Proof. Step 1: λεk → λk as ε→ 0:

Proof of Step 1: We let νk := limε→0 λ
ε
k. By Claim 2.3, νk ≤ λk and

F (λ1, · · · , λm) ≤ F (ν1, · · · , νm) = lim
ε→0

F (λε1, · · · , λεm) = F (λ1, · · · , λm)

and by monotonicity assumptions on F , we deduce λk = νk.

From now on, we let j be such that µj = λk.

Step 2:

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
η2ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
φiε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

g

dAg +

ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
φiε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε

dAg̃ε

)
≤
∑

i∈Aε
j

βε
(
φiε, φ

i
ε

)
λεi +O

(
δ

1
2
ε

)

and

∑

i∈Aε
j

ˆ

Σ

(
ηε
φiε
ωε

− π<λk

(
ηε
φiε
ωε

))2

dAg ≥
∑

i∈Aε
j

βε
(
φiε, φ

i
ε

)
(
1−O

(
1

ln 1
ε

))

Proof of Step 2: Let’s prove the first inequality. We have

∑

i∈Aε
j

∣∣∣∣∇
φiε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

=
∑

i∈Aε
j

∣∣∇φiε
∣∣2

ω2
ε

+
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
φiε
ωε

)2 |∇ωε|2
ω2
ε

− 2
∑

i∈Aε
j

φεi∇φεi
ωε

∇ωε
ω2
ε
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so that

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∑

i∈Aε
j

∣∣∣∣∇
φiε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

≤
∑

i∈Aε
j

βε
(
φiε, φ

i
ε

)
λεi +O (δε) + 2



∑

i∈Aε
j

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇φεi |2



1
2

δ
1
2
ε = O

(
δ

1
2
ε

)

and the first inequality follows. For the second inequality, we notice that

ˆ

Σ

(
ηε
φiε
ωε

− π<λk

(
ηε
φiε
ωε

))2

dAg =

ˆ

Σ
η2ε

(
φiε
ωε

)2

dAg −
L(j)∑

l=0

(
ˆ

Σ
ϕlηε

φiε
ωε
dAg

)2

where ϕ0, · · · , ϕL(j) is an orthonormal family of all eigenfunctions on (Σ, g) associated to
eigenvalues λ such that λ < µj and L(j) is the maximal integer l such that λl < µj and
we obtain that
ˆ

Σ
η2ε

(
φiε
ωε

)2

dAg =

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
η2ε − 1

)(φiε
ωε

)2

dAgε +

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φiε
ωε

)2

dAgε − βε

(
φiε
ωε
,
φiε
ωε

))

+ Lε

((
φiε
)2
(

1

ω2
ε

− 1

))
+ βε(φ

i
ε, φ

i
ε)

and summing over Aεj yields:

∑

i∈Aε
j

ˆ

Σ
η2ε

(
φiε
ωε

)2

dAg ≥
∑

i∈Aε
j

βε(φ
i
ε, φ

i
ε)−O (ε+ δε)

and Lemma 2.1 concludes the proof of Step 2.

Step 3: We test
√
λεi

(
ηε

φεi
ωε

− π<λk

(
ηε

φεi
ωε

))
in the variational characterization of µj =

λk = λL(j)+1 for any i ∈ Aεj . We obtain

λk = µj ≤
∑

i∈Aε
j
λεi
´

Σ |∇ηε φ
ε
i

ωε
|2gdAg

∑
i∈Aε

j
λεi
´

Σ

(
ηε

φεi
ωε

− π<λk

(
ηε

φεi
ωε

))2
dAg

=:
N ε
j

Dε
j

N ε
j =

∑

i∈Aε
j

λεi

(
ˆ

Σ
η2ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g

dAg + 2

ˆ

Σ
ηε
φεi
ωε

∇ηε∇
φεi
ωε
dAg +

ˆ

Σ

(
φεi
ωε

)2

|∇ηε|2gdAg
)

≤
∑

i∈Aε
j

λεi

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g

dAg −
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
φεi
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g

dAg +

ˆ

Σ
ηε∇ηε∇

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg

)
+O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

From now on, all the following computations come by summing over all k such that F
is not constant with respect to the k-th coordinate of F . However, if k does not satisfy
this property, we have that tεk = tk = 0 that appear in all the terms we add if we sum over
all the coordinates k. Therefore, we can sum over all j ∈ {1, · · · , J}

J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

λεi

ˆ

Σ
ηε∇ηε∇

(
φεi
ωε

)2

dAg = −
ˆ

Σ
ηε∇ηε∇

(
θε
ωε

)2
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and using a Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Σ
ηε∇ηε∇

(
θε
ωε

)2
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ O


 1√

ln 1
ε



ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
θε
ωε

)2
∣∣∣∣∣∇
(
θε
ωε

)2
∣∣∣∣∣

2

= O

(√
δε

ln 1
ε

)

and we obtain that
J∑

j=1

N ε
j ≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε,Λε

dAgε −
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε,Λε

dAgε +O

(√
δε

ln 1
ε

)
+O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

where we compute the first right-hand term as
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε,Λε

dAgε +O(δε) =

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇Φε|2gε,Λε
dAgε

=

nε∑

i=1

λεi

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇φεi |2gε dAgε =
nε∑

i=1

(λεi )
2 βε(φ

ε
i , φ

ε
i ) =

m∑

k=1

(λεk)
2 tεk

where the latter inequality comes from (1.13). As a consequence we obtain

J∑

j=1

µjD
ε
j ≤

J∑

j=1

N ε
j ≤

m∑

k=1

(λεk)
2 tεk −Wε +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

where

Wε =

ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε,Λε

dAgε .

In addition, we have from Step 2 and (1.13) again that

J∑

j=1

µjD
ε
j ≥

m∑

k=1

tεkλkλ
ε
k

(
1−O

(
1

ln 1
ε

))

as ε→ 0. We deduce that
m∑

k=1

(λk − λεk)λ
ε
kt
ε
k +Wε ≤ O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. Then

∑

k;λk>λ
ε
k

(λk − λεk)λ
ε
kt
ε
k +Wε ≤

∑

k;λεk>λk

(λεk − λk)λ
ε
kt
ε
k +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)
≤ O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0 by Claim 2.3. Since λεk and t
ε
k are uniformly lower bounded by a positive constant,

we obtain the expected claim. ♦

2.4. A replacement of Φε in Σ. We let Ψε be equal to Φε

ωε
in Σε and the harmonic

extension of Φε

ωε
in Dε(p) ∪ Dε(q).

We set Bε the bilinear form on H1(Σ,Rnε) defined as

Bε(X,X) :=
J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
|∇Xi|2gdAg − µj

ˆ

Σ

(
Xi − π<µj (Xi)

)2
)
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where π<λ is the projection on the sum of the eigenspaces associated to eigenvalues on
(Σ, g) strictly less than λ. It is clear that B is a non-negative bilinear form so that for any
X : Σ → R

n, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives that

Bε(X,Ψε) ≤
√
Bε(Ψε,Ψε)

√
Bε(X,X)

We aim at estimating Bε(Ψε,Ψε). We recall the definition of

Vε :=

ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

= O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

Lemma 2.2 (Karpukhin-Kusner-McGrath-Stern [KKMS24]). There is a universal con-
stant such that for any l > 0 and ψ a H1 function defined on the cylinder Cl := S

1× [0, l2 ],

the harmonic extension of ψ on S
1 × {0} → R to the disk ψ̂ : D → R satisfies

ˆ

D

|∇ψ̂|2 ≤
(
1 + Ce−l

)ˆ

[0, l2 ]×S1

|∇ψ|2

Proof. We reduce the study of this estimate to the case of ψ : Cl → R being the energy
minimizing extension of the eigenfunction of the circle f : S1 × {0} → R with eigenvalue
k2. This map ψ(θ, s) can be obtained explicitly as a solution by separation of variables of
the equation

∆ψ = 0 in Cl and ψ = f on S
1 × {0} and ∂sψ = 0 on S

1 ×
{
l

2

}
.

ψ(eiθ, s) =

(
eks

1 + ekl
+

e−ks

1 + e−kl

)
f(eiθ).

We then compute the energy
ˆ

Cl

|∇ψ|2 = −
ˆ

S1×{0}
ψ∂sψ =

(
k

1 + e−kl
− k

1 + ekl

)
ˆ

S1

f2

and we have

k

1 + e−kl
− k

1 + ekl
=

|k|
1 + e−|k|l −

|k|
1 + e|k|l

≥ |k|
(

1

1 + e−l
− 1

1 + el

)
≥ |k|

(
1− 4e−l

)

and
ˆ

Cl

|∇ψ|2 ≥ |k|
(
1− 4e−l

)ˆ

S1

f2.

Now, the harmonic extension of f in D satisfies ψ̂(eiθ, r) = rkf(eiθ) and

|∇ψ̂|2 = k2r2k−2f2 + r2k−2|∂θf |2

so that
ˆ

D

|∇ψ̂|2 =
ˆ 1

0

(
ˆ

S1

k2r2k−2f2 + r2k−2|∂θf |2
)
dθrdr

=
1

2k

(
k2
ˆ

S1

f2 +

ˆ

S1

|∂θf |2
)

= k

ˆ

S1

f2

and we obtain that

(1− 4e−l)
ˆ

D

|∇ψ̂|2 ≤
ˆ

Cl

|∇ψ|2
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and the estimate follows. ♦
Proposition 2.2. There is a constant C > 0 such that

B(Ψε,Ψε) ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

and
J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

ˆ

Σ

(
π<µj (ψ

ε
i )
)2
dAg ≤ C

Vε
l
+O(δε)

as ε→ 0.

Proof. Step 1: We prove
(2.7)

Bε(Ψε,Ψε) ≤ Ce−l
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

+

nε∑

k=1

(λεk − λk)t
ε
k +

J∑

j=1

L(j)∑

l=0

µj
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

+O(δ
1
2
ε )

where (ϕl)0≤l≤L(j) is an orthonormal family of all eigenfunctions on (Σ, g) associated to

eigenvalues λ < µj and L(j) is the maximal integer l such that λl < µj .

Proof of Step 1: We have by Lemma 2.2 rescaled to Cl,ε and Dε that
ˆ

Σ
|∇Ψε|2gdAg ≤

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε

dAg̃ε + Ce−l
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

and we have
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

g̃ε

dAg̃ε ≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇Φε|2g̃ε dAg̃ε +O

(
δ

1
2
ε

)
=

nε∑

k=1

λεkt
ε
k +O(δ

1
2
ε )

Given 1 ≤ j ≤ J , we also have that

ˆ

Σ
(ψεi − π<µj (ψ

ε
i ))

2 =

ˆ

Σ
(ψεi )

2 −
L(j)∑

l=0

(
ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

.

We compute
ˆ

Σ
(ψεi )

2 =

ˆ

Dε(p,q)
(ψεi )

2 −
ˆ

Cl,ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

+

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
φεi
ωε

)2

− βε

(
φεi
ωε
,
φεi
ωε

))

+ Lε

(
(φεi )

2

(
1

ω2
ε

− 1

))
+ βε(φ

ε
i , φ

ε
i )

so that taking the sum over j,

−
J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

µj

ˆ

Σ
(ψεi − π<µj (ψ

ε
i ))

2 = −
nε∑

k=1

λkt
ε
k +

J∑

j=1

µj

L(j)∑

l=0

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

+O(δ
1
2
ε )

and (2.7) holds.

Step 2: Let’s estimate the second right-hand term of (2.7). We have that

F (λ1, · · · , λm) ≤ F (λε1, · · · , λεm) ≤ F (λ1, · · · , λm) +O(δε)
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so that

F (Λ)− F (Λε) =
m∑

k=1

tεk (λk − λεk) +

ˆ 1

0
(DF ((1− t)Λ + tΛε)−DF (Λε)) · (Λ− Λε)

implies with the use of Claim 2.4, and assumptions on F

m∑

k=1

(λεk − λk)t
ε
k = O(δε) + sup

t∈[0,1]
‖DF ((1 − t)Λ + tΛε)−DF (Λε)‖ · O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)
= o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. Indeed, F is a C1 function and given k ∈ {1, · · · ,m},
• either λεk → λk as ε→ 0 by Claim 2.4
• or F is a constant function with respect to the k-th coordinate.

Step 3: Let’s estimate the third right-hand term of (2.7) we have that for i ∈ Aεj and

l ∈ {0, · · · , L(j)}, We denote λ the eigenvalue associated to ϕl.

λ

ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl =

ˆ

Σ
ψεi∆gϕl =

ˆ

Σ
∇ψεi∇ϕl

=

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂l −

ˆ

Cl,ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂l +

ˆ

Dε(p)∪Dε(q)
∇ψεi∇ϕl

where ϕ̂l denotes the harmonic extension on Σ̃ε of ϕl : Σ \Dε(p, q) → R and we have that
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂l =

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi

(
1

ωε
− 1

))
∇ϕ̂l + λεiβε

(
φεi

(
1− 1

ωε

)
, ϕ̂l

)

+ λεi

(
βε

(
φεi
ωε
, ϕ̂l

)
−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

φεi
ωε
ϕ̂ldAg̃ε

)
+ λεi

ˆ

Cl,ε

φεi
ωε
ϕ̂ldAg̃ε − λεi

ˆ

Dε(p,q)
ψεiϕldAg

+ λεi

ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕldAg

so that
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂l

)2

=
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
λεi

ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

+O(δε)

and

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Cl,ε

∇
(
φεi
ωε

)
∇ϕ̂l

)2

≤
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Cl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
φεi
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2
)(
ˆ

Cl,ε

|∇ϕ̂l|2
)

≤ Vε

(
lε2

l2ε2
|ϕl(p)− ϕl(q)|2 + o(1)

)
≤ CVε

l

since ‖ϕ̂l −
((
t− lε

2

) ϕl(q)
lε

+
(
t+ lε

2

) ϕl(q)
lε

)
‖H1(Cl,ε) ≤ o(1) and

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Dε(p)∪Dε(q)
∇ψεi∇ϕl

)2

≤ C(1 + e−l)Vε‖∇ϕl‖2∞ε2 ≤ O(ε2).
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Therefore
∑

i∈Aε
j

(
(λ− λεi )

ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

≤ C
Vε
l
+O(δε)

and since for i ∈ Aεj , |λ− λεi | is uniformly lower bounded,

J∑

j=1

µj

L(j)∑

l=0

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
ψεiϕl

)2

≤ C ′Vε
l
+O(δε).

The proof of the proposition is complete. ♦

2.5. Estimates on the rest. We set for i ∈ Aεj

ψεi = F εi + π<µj (ψ
ε
i ) +Rεi = F εi + Sεi

where F εi = πµj(ψ
ε
i ) is the projection of ψεi in on the eigenspace associated to µj in L

2(Σ, g).
We then have that

Bε(Rε, Rε) = Bε(Ψε, Rε) ≤
√
Bε(Ψε,Ψε)

√
Bε(Rε, Rε)

so that

Bε(Rε, Rε) ≤ Bε(Ψε,Ψε) ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. Since Rεi ∈
⊕

λ>µj
Eλ, we obtain

Bε(Rε, Rε) ≥
J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
1− µj

µj+1

)
ˆ

Σ
|∇Rεi |2gdAg

and using in addition Proposition 2.2 we obtain that

(2.8) ‖Sε‖2W 1,2 ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. In particular, letting ε→ 0 and then l → +∞, we obtain that |Sε|2+ |∇Sε|2 → 0
in L1. In addition, we have the following claim:

Claim 2.5. ∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(p)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(q)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
1

l
+ o(1)

as ε→ 0.

Proof. We can follow the beginning of the proof of Claim 2.1 in order to prove that
∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(p)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(q)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C ln
1

ε
‖Sε‖2W 1,2

and (2.8) and the estimate on Vε in Claim 2.4 complete the proof of the claim. ♦
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2.6. Conclusion. We have that Ψε = Fε + Sε, where

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(p)
ΨεdLg̃ε −

1

ε

ˆ

Sε(q)
ΨεdLg̃ε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Cl,ε

∂tΨε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
lε2

ε2
Vε ≤ O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0 so that from Claim 2.5, estimates on Sε give that

(2.9)

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(p)
FεdLg −

1

ε

ˆ

Sε(q)
FεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
1

l
+ o(1) +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0.

Claim 2.6 (Petrides-Tewodrose [PT24], Mixing lemma, lemma 2.1). There is an orthogo-

nal family ϕε := (ϕε1, · · · , ϕεn) of eigenfunctions associated to λ1, · · · , λm in E :=
⊕J

j=1Eµj
where n is the dimension of E such that for any bilinear map A : E × E → F where F is
a vector space,

n∑

i=1

A (ϕεi , ϕ
ε
i ) =

nε∑

i=1

A (F εi , F
ε
i )

We apply this claim to

• A(f, f) = ‖f‖2
L2 + ‖∇f‖2

L2 . Then (ϕεi ) is bounded in W 1,2. Since it belongs to the
space of eigenfunctions associated to (µj)j=1,··· ,J on (Σ, g) it belongs to a finite

dimensional space. Then, up to the extraction of a subsequence, ϕε converges to
some map Φ in Ck for any k.

• A defined by A(fi, fi) = λif
2
i for fi an eigenfunction associated to λi. Then

|ϕε|2Λ = |Fε|2Λ = |Ψε − Sε|2Λ so that on Σε,

|ϕε|2Λ − 1 =

(∣∣∣∣
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

− 1

)
+

(∣∣∣∣
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λ

−
∣∣∣∣
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

Λε

)
+
(
|Ψε − Sε|2Λ − |Ψε|2

)

We have that |Sε|2 and θ2ε converge to 0 in L1 and that (λεi − λi) t
ε
i converges to 0

(by Claim 2.4 and assumptions on F ). Then |ϕε|2Λ − 1 converges to 0 and at the
limit, |Φ|2Λ = 1.

• A(f, f) =
(
1
ε

´

Sε(p)
fdLg − 1

ε

´

Sε(q)
fdLg

)2
. It is clear that

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Sε(p)
ϕεdLg −

1

ε

ˆ

Sε(q)
ϕεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣→ |Φ(p)− Φ(q)|

as ε→ 0. Letting ε→ 0 and then l → +∞ in (2.9), we obtain that Φ(p) = Φ(q).

• A(f, f) = df ⊗df − |∇f |2g
2 g. We let h ∈ S2

0(Σ) such that supp(h) ⊂ Σ\{p, q}. Then
ˆ

Σ

(
n∑

i=1

A(ϕεi , ϕ
ε
i ), h

)

gε

dAgε =

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
nε∑

i=1

A(Ψε
i − Sεi ,Ψ

ε
i − Sεi ), h

)

gε

dAgε
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so that∣∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Σ

(
n∑

i=1

A(ϕεi , ϕ
ε
i ), h

)

gε

dAgε

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 2δε‖h‖gε

+

∣∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
nε∑

i=1

(
A(Φεi ,Φ

ε
i )−A

(
Φεi
ωε

− Sεi ,
Ψε
i

ωε
− Sεi

))
, h

)

gε

dAgε

∣∣∣∣∣∣

and since the right-hand term converges to 0 and gε → g in supp(h), we obtain
letting ε→ 0 that

ˆ

Σ

(
n∑

i=1

A(Φ,Φ), h

)

g

dAg = 0

and this is true for any h such that supp(h) ⊂ Σ \ {p, q}. We obtain

dΦ⊗ dΦ −
|∇Φ|2g

2
g = 0

The conclusion is that Φ : Σ → EΛ is a (possibly branched) conformal minimal immersion
such that Φ(p) = Φ(q).

At the very end of our analysis, letting q → p along a vector X ∈ TpΣ, we obtain that
for all p ∈ Σ and X ∈ TpΣ, there is a possibly branched conformal minimal immersion

Φ : Σ → EΛ such that DΦ(p).X = 0. Since Φ is conformal, we have that |DΦ(p) ·X⊥| =
|DΦ(p) ·X| = 0 where X⊥ is a vector such that g(X,X⊥) = 0 and g(X⊥,X⊥) = g(X,X).
We obtain that ∇Φ(p) = 0. Then p is a branched point. Since p was chosen arbitrarily,
every point of Σ is a conical singularity for g and we obtain a contradiction.

3. Steklov spectral functionals

3.1. Choice of the initial minimizing sequence. Let Σ be a compact surface with a
non-empty boundary ∂Σ. We assume that a Riemannian metric g realizes the absolute
minimizer

E(g, 1) = inf
g̃∈Met0(Σ)

E(g̃, 1)

We now take p, q two distinct points on ∂Σ and l > 0 and we denote

Iε := ∂Σ \ (Dε(p) ∪Dε(q))

and

Rl,ε := [−ε, ε] ×
[
− lε

2
,
lε

2

]

and we glue Σ and Rl,ε

Σ̃ε = (Σε ∪Rl,ε) / ∼
where ∼ is a glueing along ∂Σ∩Dε(p) and ∂1Rl,ε := [−ε, ε]×{− lε

2 } and along ∂Σ∩Dε(q)

and ∂2Rl,ε := [−ε, ε]× { lε2 } that preserves the orientation or reverses the orientation. We

denote g̃ε the L∞ metric on Σ̃ε equal to g on Σε and to the flat metric on Rl,ε. Up
to a standard regularisation procedure by the heat kernel of g̃ε, we can assume that g̃ε
is continuous on Σ̃ε without affecting the following estimates on eigenvalues. We aim
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at computing an asymptotic expansion of σi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) and of E(g̃ε, 1). The proof of the
following claim is similar to the proof of Claim 2.1.

Claim 3.1. For σ > 0, there is a constant C := C(Σ, σ) such that any eigenfunction ϕε
associated to a Steklov eigenvalue on (Σ̃ε, g̃ε) bounded by σ such that ‖ϕε‖L2(∂Σ̃ε)

= 1, we

have

‖ϕε‖L∞(Σ̃ε) ≤
√

ln
1

ε

Claim 3.2. We have that

(3.1) σi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) ≥ σi(Σ, g) +O

(
ε

√
ln

1

ε

)

and

(3.2) E(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) ≤ E(Σ, g) +O (ε)

Proof. Let ϕε0, ϕ
ε
1, · · · , ϕεi be an orthonormal family of eigenfunctions associated to the

eigenvalues σ0(Σ̃ε, g̃ε), · · · , σi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε), we have the existence of aε ∈ S
i such that the func-

tion ψε :=
∑i

k=0 a
ε
iϕ

ε
i satisfies

σi(Σ, g) ≤
´

Σ |∇ψε|2g dAg
´

∂Σ (ψε)
2 dAg

≤
´

Σ̃ε
|∇ψε|2g̃εdAg̃ε

´

∂Σ̃ε
(ψε)

2 dAg̃ε +O
(
ε
√

ln 1
ε

) ≤ σi(Σ̃ε, g̃ε) +O

(
ε

√
ln

1

ε

)

as ε→ 0 where we used Claim 3.1 to conclude for the inequality (3.1). (3.2) follows since F
is a C1 function, eigenvalues are uniformly bounded and L(∂Σε, g̃ε) = L(∂Σ, g)−O(ε). ♦

As a conclusion, we take δε := c

√
ε
√

ln 1
ε
for some well chosen constant c > 0 in the

previous section and construct the previous Palais-Smale approximation to the sequence g̃ε
and β̃ε =

1
Lg̃ε(Σ̃ε)

on Σ̃ε pullbacked on a fixed surface Σ by a bi-Lipschitz diffeomorphism.

3.2. Some convergence of ωε to 1 and first replacement of Φε. We set ωε the
harmonic extension of the following map defined on ∂Σ

ωε =
√

|Φε|2σε + θ2ε on ∂Σ and ∆gωε = 0

We first prove that∇ωε converges to 0 in L2(gε) and that Φε has a similarH1(gε) behaviour
as Φε

ωε

Claim 3.3. We have that

(3.3)

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2 dAgε +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

dAgε ≤ O(δε)

as ε→ 0.

The proof is similar to the proof of Claim 3.3 but needs a particular attention because
of the harmonic extension of ωε
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Proof. We first prove

(3.4) Lε

(
|σεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ O(δε)

as ε→ 0. Since ωε ≥ 1, and |Φε|2σε ≤ ω2
ε , we have that

Lε

(
|σεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ (maxσεi )Lε

((
ω2
ε − ωε

))

≤max σεi

(
Lε

(
|Φε|2σε

)
+ Lε

(
θ2ε
)
− Lε(1)

)

so that

Lε

(
|σεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
≤ (maxσεi )Lε(θ

2
ε) ≤ (maxσεi ) ‖βε‖g̃ε ‖θε‖

2
H1(g̃ε)

≤ O(δε)

as ε→ 0 since we know that

‖βε‖g̃ε ≤ ‖1‖g̃ε + ‖1− βε‖g̃ε ≤ 1 +O(δε)

and we obtain (3.4).
We know prove (3.3):

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇Φε|2σε −
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

σε

=− 2

ˆ

Σ̃ε

〈
∇Φε,∇

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)〉

σε

= −2

ˆ

Σ̃ε

∆Φεσε.

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)

=− 2βε

(
σε.Φε, σε.

(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

))
= −2Lε

(
|σεΦε|2

(
1− 1

ωε

))
= O(δε)

where we tested ∆Φε = βε(σεΦε, .) in Σ against σε.
(
Φε − Φε

ωε

)
, and we used (3.4).

In particular, we have

0 ≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

σε

≤
ˆ

Σ̃ε

(∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

− |∇Φε|2σε

)
+O(δε)

as ε→ 0 and knowing that with the straightforward computations we have

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

− |∇Φε|2σε =
(
1− ω2

ε

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

−
(
|∇ωε|2

|Φε|2σε
ω2
ε

+ ωε∇ωε∇
|Φε|2σε
ω2
ε

)

=
(
1− ω2

ε

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

−∇ωε∇
|Φε|2σε
ωε
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Computing that
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇ωε,∇
|Φε|2σε
ωε

=

ˆ

∂Σ̃ε

∂νωε

(
ωε −

θ2ε
ωε

)

= −
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∆
ω2
ε

2
−
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∇ωε∇
θ2ε
ωε

=

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2 +
ˆ

Σ̃ε

θ2ε
ω2
ε

|∇ωε|2 − 2

ˆ

Σ̃ε

θε
ωε

∇θε∇ωε

≥
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2 −
ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇θε|2

and we obtain since θε
ωε

is uniformly bounded by 1 that
ˆ

Σ̃ε

∣∣∣∣∇
(
Φε −

Φε
ωε

)∣∣∣∣
2

σε

+

ˆ

Σ̃ε

(
ω2
ε − 1

) ∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

σε

+

ˆ

Σ̃ε

|∇ωε|2 ≤ O (δε)

as ε→ 0.
♦

3.3. Quantitative convergence of eigenvalues and quantitative energy bounds.

We recall that σεk := σk(Σ̃ε, gε, βε). The following claims can be proved translating Claim
2.3 and Claim 2.4 from the context of Laplace eigenvalues to the context of Steklov eigen-
values.

Claim 3.4. For all k ∈ N
⋆

σεk ≤ σk +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0.

Claim 3.5. If k is such that for any x, ∂kF (x) < 0,

|σεk − σk| = O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

and
ˆ

Rl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

gε

dAgε =: Vε = O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0.

3.4. A replacement of Φε in Σ. We let Ψε be equal to Φε

ωε
in Σε.

We set Bε the bilinear form on H1(Σ,Rn) defined as

Bε(X,X) :=
J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

(
ˆ

Σ
|∇Xi|2gdAg − µj

ˆ

∂Σ

(
Xi − π<µj (Xi)

)2
dLg

)

where π<σ is the projection in L2(∂Σ, g) on the sum of the Steklov eigenspaces associated
to eigenvalues on (Σ, g) strictly less than σ. It is clear that B is a non-negative bilinear
form so that for any X : Σ → R

n, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality gives that

Bε(X,Ψε) ≤
√
Bε(Ψε,Ψε)

√
Bε(X,X)
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We aim at estimating B(Ψε,Ψε) with respect to

Vε :=

ˆ

Rl,ε

∣∣∣∣∇
Φε
ωε

∣∣∣∣
2

= O

(
1

ε

)

In the following proposition, analogous to Proposition 2.2, notations for µj and Aεj are
similar:

Proposition 3.1. There is a constant C > 0 such that

B(Ψε,Ψε) ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

and for 1 ≤ i ≤ n,

J∑

j=1

∑

i∈Aε
j

ˆ

∂Σ

(
π<µj (ψ

ε
i )
)2
dLg ≤ C

Vε
l
+O(δε)

as ε→ 0.

The proof follows the proof of Proposition 2.2 (the proof is simpler in this case since we
do not have to consider a harmonic extension).

3.5. Estimates on the rest. We set for i ∈ Aεj

ψεi = F εi + π<σi (ψ
ε
i ) +Rεi = F εi + Sεi

where F εi = πµj (ψ
ε
i ) is the projection of ψεi in on the eigenspace associated to µj in

L2(∂Σ, g). We then have that

Bε(Rε, Rε) = Bε(Ψε, Rε) ≤
√
Bε(Ψε,Ψε)

√
Bε(Rε, Rε)

so that

Bε(Rε, Rε) ≤ Bε(Ψε,Ψε) ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. Since Rεi ∈
⊕

σ>µj
Eσ, we obtain,

Bε(Rε, Rε) ≥
n∑

i=1

(
1− µj

µj+1

)
ˆ

Σ
|∇Rεi |2gdAg

and using in addition Proposition 2.2 we obtain that

(3.5) ‖Sε‖2W 1,2 ≤ C
Vε
l
+ o

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0. In particular, letting ε→ 0 and then l → +∞, we obtain that |Sε|2+ |∇Sε|2 → 0
in L1. In addition, we have the following claim which proof follows the proof of Claim 2.5

Claim 3.6. ∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Iε(p)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

+

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Iε(q)
SεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
1

l
+ o(1)

as ε→ 0.
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3.6. Conclusion. We have that Ψε = Fε + Sε, where
∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Iε(p)
ΨεdLg̃ε −

1

ε

ˆ

Iε(q)
ΨεdLg̃ε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Rl,ε

∂tΨε

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
lε2

ε2
Vε ≤ O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε→ 0 so that from Claim 2.5, estimates on Sε give that
∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Iε(p)
FεdLg −

1

ε

ˆ

Iε(q)
FεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≤ C
1

l
+ o(1) +O

(
1

ln 1
ε

)

as ε → 0. By a claim similar to Claim 2.6, we rearrange Fε into ϕε : Σ → R
n that

converges, up to the extraction of a subsequence to a (possibly branched) free boundary
minimal immersion Φ : (Σ, ∂Σ) → (co (Eσ) , Eσ) and the convergence

∣∣∣∣∣
1

ε

ˆ

Iε(p)
ϕεdLg −

1

ε

ˆ

Iε(q)
ϕεdLg

∣∣∣∣∣→ |Φ(p)−Φ(q)|

as ε→ 0 gives with Claim 2.6 again that letting ε→ 0 and then l → +∞, Φ(p) = Φ(q).
At the very end of our analysis if we assume that p and q are in the same connected

component of the boundary, letting q → p along the boundary, we obtain that for all
p ∈ ∂Σ, there is a possibly branched conformal free boundary minimal immersion Φ : Σ →
co (Eσ) such that ∂τΦ(p) = 0. Since Φ is conformal, we have that |∂τΦ| = |∂νΦ| = 0.
We obtain that ∇Φ(p) = 0. Then p is a branched point. Since p was chosen arbitrarily,
every point of ∂Σ is a conical singularity for g and we obtain a contradiction. Then
(p, q) ∈ ∆(∂Σ).

If the conjecture 0.1 holds, we obtain a contradiction in the case of the maximization
of σ̄1.
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